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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBI 
__________   x
ANN B. HOPKINS,
Plaintiff,






Friday, March 1, 1985
Deposition of:
DO ALD R. ZIEGLER
a witness of lawful age, taken on behalf of the Plaintiff in
the above-entitled action, pending in the U. S. District Court
for the District of Columbia, pursuant to notice and agreement
between Counsel, before Elma S. Dirolf, a notary public, in and
for the District of Columbia, whose commission expires
September 30, 1989, taken in the offices of Price Waterhouse,
30 South Seventeenth Street, 17th Floor, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, commencing at 9:45 a.m.
Diversified De arting Services, Inc.






On Behalf of the Plaintiff:
DOUG HURON, Esq.
JAMES HELLER, Esq.
Kator, Scott and Heller
1029 Vermont Avenue,  . W.
Suite 900
Washington, D. C. 20005
On Behalf of the Defendant:
STEPHEN E. TALLENT, Esq.
AYNE A. SCHRADER, Esq.
KATHY D. IRELAND, Esq.
Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher
105  Connecticut Avenue, N. W.
Suite 900
Washington, D. C. 20036
-and-
ULRIC A. SULLIVA , Esq.
Assistant General Counsel
Price Waterhouse
1251 Avenue of the Americas
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was called as a witness and, having been first duly sworn, was
examined and testified as follows:
EXAMINATION BY PLAINTIFF'S COUNSEL:
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Would you state your name, please?
A. Donald R. Zeigler.
MR. HURON: For the record, this deposition of
Mr. Zeigler is being taken pursuant to stipulation. Plaintiff
intends to use it for all purposes permitted by the Federal
Rules.
BY MR. HURO :
Q.  hat is your address, Mr. Zeigler?
A. 700 North Trooper Road, R. D. 1, Norristown,
Pennsylvania 19403.
Q. Could you briefly summarize your educational
background and your history with Price  aterhouse.
A. I graduated from Franklin and Marshall College in
1954 with a BS in economics degree and accounting  ajor. I
started  ith Price Waterhouse in the New York office in July
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of 1954; went into the service May of 1955, spent t o years in
the service, in the Army Audit Agency, in Seattle,  ashington.
I came back to the firm in 1957 and transfer e  to
the Philadelphia office in June, I guess it was, 1957 and I
have been in the Philadelphia office ever since. I was
admitted to the firm in 1967.
Q. Are you a member of the Price  aterhouse  olicy
Board?
A. Yes, I am.
Q. When did you become a me ber?
A. 1980.
Q. Can you tell me what the Policy Board is, what its
function is at the firm?
A. The Policy Board is the group that is elected by
the partners. It functions much as the board of directors of
a corporation might function, but it establishes, insofar as
the firm is concerned and to a great degree approves a number
of the actions that are ta en by the Management Committee in
the management of the firm.
Q. So, there is a separate Management Committee,
apart from the Policy Board?
A. Yes, there is.
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Q. Is that a committee of the Policy Board  r are
there members on the Management Co mittee who are not members
of the Policy Board?
A. It includes both members of the Policy Board and
members who are not members of the Policy Board.
Q. You said you were elected in 1980 to the Policy
Board?
A. Yes, sir.
Q. That is an election of the partners in the firm?
A. That is right.
Q. Are you nominated for that position? I mean, how
do you get to be  
A. There is a nominating committee that is selected
by the Policy Board members, who goes out and canvasses the
partners throughout the firm.
And based on the canvass of the partners, they
come up with candidates to be nominated for the Policy Board.
And the year I was elected to the Policy Board, I guess there
were five openings and there five partners nominated and
elected.
Q. Is that typically the way it is done? That is,
there is one partner nominated per vacancy, so that it is not
Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.


























a contested election in a sense?
A. Well, there is a provision that other partners may
nominate candidates for the Policy Board over and above those
who are nominated by the nominating co  ittee.
There are certain procedures the firm has that
would -- for the names to be submitted fro   by a number of
partners. I do not remember the exact number.
The candidate has to indicate his willingness to
run. But as long as I have been a partner of the, I do not
recall ever having anyone submitted by the partners other than
the nominating committee itself.
Q. In response to answers to interrogatories. Price
Waterhouse identified the members of the Policy Board over the
last few years.
My impression from that is that the Board at one
point had 18 members, but now has 16. Is that accurate?
. No, at this point the Board has 18 members.
Q. It has 18 now?
A. Yes.
Q. Mr. Connor, Joseph Connor, is the Chairman?
A. That is right.
Q. How was he selected as Chairman?
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A. He is elected by the partners.
Q. By the members  
A. Again, there is a nominating committee that goes
out and canvasses the partners and then submits a nominee for
chairman of the firm and then the partners vote for him, so he
has been elected by the partners.
Q. The Policy Board has a committee called the
Admissions Committee dealing with the admission of new
partners. Is that correct?
A. That is correct.
Q. You are now the Chairman of that Committee?
A. That is correct.
Q. When did you become Chairman?
A. Let's see, I guess I became Chairman -- I believe
it was Fiscal Year 1982, so it would from 1982, 1983, 1984.
So, this would be my -- I think this is the fourth year as
Chairman, third or fourth year as Chairman. It was in either
1982 or 1983.
Q. Had you served as a member of the Admissions
Co mittee before you became Chairman?
A. Yes, I did.
Q. For ho  long?
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A. I was on the Admissions Committee from 1981.
Q. So, you served for one year as a member and then
became Chairman the next year?
A. I believe   either one or two years. I ca not
exactly remember which year.
Q  How is the Chairman of the Admissions Committee
selected?
A. Essentially by the Chair an of the firm.
Q. Yo r predecessor as Chairman was Thomas Raleigh?
A. That is right.
Q. My understanding again from answers to
interrogatories is that typically the Admissions Committee has
eight members. Is that right?
A. Yes. The Admissions Committee has eight members
who are members of the Policy Board, non-Management Committee
members, and we have an ad hoc me ber who is the National
Director of Human Resources.
The Partner-in-Charge was Bob Maynard until his
retirement. It is Sherry Biggs this year.
Q. Members of the Admissions Committee are all
members of the Policy Board?
A. That is right.
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Q. But none of them are also members of the
Management Committee?
A. That is right. But as I said the ad hoc member is
not a member of the Policy Board.
Q. Now, the ad hoc member -- what is his or her
title?
. He is the  ational Director of Human Resources.
He is our National Personnel Partner.
Q. Now, does that person have a vote?
A. When you say "does he have a vote," yes, he
participates in the meetings of the Admissions Committee. He
casts his vote along with all the other members of the
Admissions Committee. It is considered along with all the
other members, yes.
But he does not make office visits or visit with
the partners any more. One year, I think he did make some
visits, but we hold the visits exclusively to the members of
the Committee and members of the Policy Board for dis ussion
with partners.
Q. So, that when you are meeting as the Admissions
Committee, he participates?
A. He attends the meetings and he does participate.
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Q. But when the Admission Committee meets with the
Policy Board to make final decisions on selections, he is not
there?
. He is not there.
Q. In the past that  as Mr. Maynard?
A. Up until this year, it was Bob Maynard, yes.
Q. Who is it now?
A. Sherry Biggs.
Q. Was Mr. Maynard a partner of the firm?
A. Yes.
Q. Was Ms. Biggs?
A. Mr. Biggs.
Q. Mr. Biggs, I a  sorry.
A. Yes, he is.
Q. How is Sherry spelled, do you know?
A. S-h-e-r-r-y.
Q. My understanding of partnership in the firm,
historically, was that for a long perio , and I guess it is
still technical true today, that only Certified Public
Accountants became partners. Is that correct?
A. Correct.
Q. At some point, as I understand it, the category of
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"Principal" was created to permit individuals who  ere not
CPAs to assume what amounts to a proprietary interest in the
firm.
A. That is right.
Q. Do you know when that was done?
A. Well, principals were first started prior to my
becoming a partner bac  in 1967. I do not recall the exact
year, but it goes back to the Fifties or Sixties, I am sure.
I do not remember the exact date.
Q. Would it be accurate to say that the greatest
influx of principals has been through what used to be called
MAS and now MCS, the consulting side of the firm?
A. Yes.
Q. Is it also accurate that on a day-to-day basis
when people are talking about admissions decisions for
partnership or proposing partners and so forth that, in terms
of the phrasing, no distinction is typically drawn bet een
candidates for partnership and candidates for principalship,
if you will?
A. That is true.
Q. I mean, you are talking about   shoul  so and so
be a partner.
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A. When we talk about partner candidates, we speak of
principals and partners as if they were the same.
Q. I would like to see if we can sketch a brief
overview of the partnership selection process. My
understanding is that we are talking about a fairly lengthy
process that begins in  ugust and does not get completed until
March, really, and goes on each year.
The objective, as I understand, is to determine
who is going to be admitted as a partner as of July 1 of the
following year; that is, the beginning of your firm's Fiscal
Year?
A. That is correct.
Q. Is the first step the proposal of candidates by
local offices?
A. When you say "the first step," I am not quite sure
I understand what you mean.
Q. Say, right now, we are looking at the Fiscal Year
beginning July 1 , 1986 , what is the first step that is taken
in terms of determining who is going to be admitted as a
partner as of July 1, 1986?
A. Each office is asked each year to submit to the
Management Committee a forecast of potential partners --
Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.


























partner admissions or potential partner candidates and the
anticipated year they might be proposed for admission.
Q. That is a three-year forecast?
A. Yes. That is done on a continuing basis.
Q. Right.
A. June, I think it is of each year, the Chairman of
the firm sends a letter out to all of the Partners-in-Charge
of offices indicating that they should put together their
proposals for any partner candidates they are going to have
for the next year.
He sends that out and then at that point, the
proposal process for the current Fiscal Year starts; that is,
for the next Fiscal Year it starts and, in effect, they then
are to submit their proposals to the Chairman of the firm. I
think that is in August or by August 1   by early August.
They are printed and mailed out to the partners, I
guess, in early September. So, that is essentially really how
the process starts.
Q. So, really, the first basic step for any given
year is a proposal by the local office?
A. Well, is the Chairman advising the
Partners-in-Charge of offices that they are to submit their
Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.


























proposals for partner candidates by the beginning of August.
Q. Once those proposals come in, they go to the
Management Committee?
. Well, they come to the senior partner of the firm
and they, in turn, then -- all the information is put
together. The pictures, together with the for s, are
prepared, setting forth the biographical sketches of the
candidates.
The proposal form itself is sent out then and --
along with the invitation to the partners. It is a canvass
for their comments.
Q. The partners then fill out what are called either
long forms or short forms, depending on ho  well they know the
candidate?
A. That is right.
Q.  hen are those typically returned?
A. They are to be returned by the end of September.
Q. Are they returned directly to the Admissions
Committee?
A. No, they are returned directly to the senior
partner of the firm. And the executive secretary to the
Secretary of the firm is the one who summarizes all the
Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.


























proposals for partner candidates by the beginning of August.
Q. Once those proposals come in, they go to the
Management Com ittee?
A.  ell, they come to the senior partner of the firm
and they, in turn, then -- all the information is put
together. The pictures, together with the forms, are
prepared, setting forth the biographical sketches of the
candidates.
The proposal form itself is sent out then and  
along with the invitation to the partners. It is a canvass
for their co ments.
Q. The partners then fill o t what are called either
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Are they returned directly to the Admissions
No, they are returned directly to the senior
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partner comments and she generally has another secretary who,
on a confidential basis, assists her in doing it, because it
is too much of a job for one person.
So, the two of them excerpt all the partner
comments on each of the candidates.
Q. At what point does the Admissions Committee,
itself, see these summaries?
A. As soon as they are completed.
Q. O ay.
A. It is generally by the end of October or to ard
the end of October.
Q. At that point, does the Admissions Committee meet
and begin discussions or do you do something else first?
A. Well, we have our initial meeting generally at the
partners meeting in Phoenix, where we, in effect, at that
point  now who the candidates are.  e know what offices they
are from.
We know what discipline each of the candidates
represents, whether it is MCS, Tax, Audit or CPS.
Q. Tell me what CPS stands for.
A. Comprehensive Professional Services.
Q. What is that?
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A. Which is essentially small business. At that
point, I make assignments for the Admissions Committee members
to visit different offices.
We break down and try to get a balance of office
visits as  ell as the number of candidates to be reviewed by
each member of the Admissions Committee.
Q. Is there an office visit for every office which
has proposed a candidate?
A. Yes. And also the national office we visit also.
Now, occasionally, you may not go to a specific office,
because there may only be one partner there and he  ay come to
a   to see an Admissions Committee member when he visiting
another office just to save some travel.
But for all intents and purposes, we go to
substantially every office in which there is one or more
candidates.
Q. Your intention is to learn information about every
single candidate who has been proposed?
. That is right.
Q. When do the office visits typically take place?
A. They generally start in early November and extend
into the early part of December.
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Q. You mentioned your annual meeting. Is there a set
time for that?
A. It is generally in Septe ber. It varies from the
beginning of September to the first week in October.
Q. I take it that the meeting that you have at the
annual meeting basically is administrative in nature?
. It is generally an organizational meeting and it
is generally done at dinner.






When do you begin doing that?
We generally have a three-day meeting in December.
And I say, "generally," only because of a lot of other
activities this year and it ended up being an all night
session, the first night, and then an all day session into the
evening the second night, because we had some other issues
that had to be discussed in a special Policy Board meeting, so
we ha   ore meetings this year.
But generally we have a three day meeting in
December. Again, it is in the early part of December when we
end up having a second two, two and a half, three day meeting
Div rsi ied Deporting Services, Inc.


























in January and generally another two day meeting in February.
If necessary,  e will have another meeting in
March.
Q. You have a three day session in December, a couple
of days in January, a couple in  
A. Two to three days in January and generally two
days or more in February.
Q. Then, maybe, if necessary, another one in March?
. Maybe.
Q. Are those meetings here in Philadelphia, New York
or what?
A. Generally they are in New York, although I guess
one year we   for two years we spent the January meeting --
because of the weather   in Florida.
Q. At what point does the Admissions Committee have
its first formal meeting with the Policy Board?




Q. I take it before that time, there were informal
discussions back and forth between members of the Admissions
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Committee and members of the Policy Board who are not on the
Committee?
A. Not necessary members of the Policy Board, as
such, but members of the Management Committee, perhaps, or at
least the Co-Chairman in charge of operations, because they
have employment decisions that have to, at least, be put into
the process.
So, he would like to at least know where we stand
on our deliberations to the the extent that we can keep him
informed.
They also do   elicit information from the area
of practice partners who are in charge of different areas with
respect to their candidates.
From time to ti e, we would meet with them to get
additional input or we talk  ith them on the telephone, but we
do not necessarily have a formal meeting with them.
Q. You mentioned the Management Committee a couple of
times. Let me just make sure I understand, that is composed
of members of both the Policy Board and other partners?
A. Yes.
Q. How big is it?
A. I do not remember how many. But it is generally
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the number of the area practice partners together with the
Vice Chairman of MCS, the Vice Chairman of Taxes, the
Co-Chairman of Practice, Planning and Support, the Co-Chairman
of Operations and as I said, the Chairman of the firm and
several area practice partners.
Q.  he Co-Chairman of Operations is the individual
who has  
A. He with the area practice partners, of course,
have to determine what the needs are fro  a partner point of
view in each of the areas and they have to determine what the
employment would be of new partner candidates.
Q.  ho is that Co-Chairman of Operations?
John Zick.
He is a member of the Policy Board?
Yes.








. Not to my knowledge. He may have been before I
was on the Policy Board, but  
Q. Not while you have been  
Diversified Deporting Services, Inc.


























A. Not while I have been on the Policy Board.
Q.  t the time of your first formal discussion  ith
the Policy Board in February, is that when you present a
packet of materials to the Board, making various
recommendations?
A. Yes.
Q. Does that include an overall evaluation for each
candidate for whom either a "no" or a "hold" is recommended?
A. Yes.
Q. Who prepares those overall evaluations?
A. The summary write-ups on each of the "nos" and
"holds"?
Q. Yes.
A. The Admissions Committee member who visited the
office of that particular candidate.
Q. Are they, in turn, approved by the entire
co  ittee?
A. The entire committee reviews all the write-ups and
has an opportunity to make their thoughts kno n or give their
input to the person writing the memo. And I review each one
and finalize it. I take editorial   I correct all
misspellings, whatever.
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Q. Is there anything similar written for candidates
for whom a "yes" is recommended?
A. No.
Q. Is there a particular number of votes required on
the  dmissions Committee when you are determining whether
someone should be recommended as a "yes," "hold," or "no"?
A. By the time we make our report to the Policy
Board, every member of the Admissions Com ittee has agreed to
whatever the final reco  endation is.
Q. So, this is basically a consensus approach?
A. Yes. It takes a long time sometimes to get
everybody to agree that this was how the candidates should be
recommended.
Q. From the documents I have seen, that is not the
way the Policy Board operates. There is a fixed number of
votes required for admission.
A. The Policy Board requirement is 75 percent of the
Policy Board members have to be in favor of the candidate
being placed on the ballot for them to be placed on the
ballot.
Q. Is that 75 percent of those present and voting or
does that have to be 75 percent of the full Board?
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A. Seventy-five percent of the Policy Board.
Q. So, that means, this year, for example, with 18
members on the Policy Board, you need 14? That is what it
comes down to?
A. Yes.
Q. Following the decision by the Policy Board
affirmatively to put somebody on the ballot, my understanding
is that that is really the decision for partnership, that
after that, when someone is on the ballot, they get admitted?
A. Well, I have never anyone voted down by the
partners.
Q. From the data we have received, there appears to
be a substantial number of women working for Price Waterhouse
in a professional capacity. Is that your understanding?
A. Yes.    
Q. In your opinion, in general, are these women
professionals any less competent than the men  ho are  orking
in similar capacities?
MR. SCHRADER: Excuse me, are you talking about of
the ones he knows and are you saying on the average  
MR. HURON: Yes.
MR. SCHRADER: If he can sort of characterize them
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as a group as a whole whether they are more or less qualified
or productive?
MR. HURON: Right.
MR. SCHRADER: You can answer the question.
THE WI NESS: I never found any reason to
differentiate, let's say a woman's performance versus a man's
performance. Of anything, they are probably a little
brighter and quicker. I have never found any reason to
differentiate, quite frankly.
BY MR. HURO : C _
Q. Can you explain -- do you have any belief as to
why -- we were told as of July 1, 1984, 662 partners in Price
Waterhouse   only seven were women?
A. Could you ask the question again?
Q. According to statistics we have received as of
July 1, 1984, Price Waterhouse had 662 partners. Of those,
seven were women.
My question is: In view of the fact that there
are at least now a significant number of women professionals
who appear to be performing generally satisfactorily, why are
there so so few women at the partner level?
A. If you   let's go back how long it takes to take
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someone from the time they come into the firm at the entry
level   and I speak now of a normal career progression,
insofar as an auditor or a tax person might be presented.
It ta es anywhere from 11 to 12 years from the
time that a person is first engaged by Price Waterhoc.se until
they are considered for partn rship.
The normal progression is two to three years,
normally three years, until they are promoted to senior
accountant.
Then generally it is another two to three years,
or a total of five to six years, until a staff would be
considered for what we call contract or promoted to manager.
Then generally it is about three years more.
There are exceptions to any rule, but about three years until
they would be promoted to senior manager. And then about
another three years until they would be proposed for
partnership or considered for proposal to partnership.
So, you have an 11 to 12 year period from the time
they enter the firm until the time they would be considered.
Now, there  re some who are fast track people that might be
proposed after 10 or 11 years.
But on the average, it is around 11 to 13 and 14
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If you go bac  15 years ago, there really were not
that many -- or even 15 years prior there were not the
proportion of women going into public accounting as there are
today.
There has been, I think, and my experience has
been that there has been a significant change in the
proportion of college graduates with accounting degrees who
now are women versus what there was 15 or 20 years ago.
And I think that is one of the principal reasons
that you get the pipeline filled with both men and women
candidates that are closer in proportion to the current
relationship as far as graduating classes from colleges are
concerned. So, that is basically the reason, as I see it.
Q. Are you talking about the career pattern for
people on the tax and audit side, those two disciplines?
A. Because they generally are the ones that are
brought in at the entry level and progress through the firm
until they are admitted.
Q. The MAS people, as I understand it, often come in,
in law firms we would call it "laterally," at the manager
level.
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A. Well, at the consultant manager level, yes.
Q. So, they  ay get a contract to become a manager
either right when they began employment with Price  aterhouse
or within a year or so afterwards?
A. An  that is generally because they have had prior
experience in industry or in other areas, yes.
Q. For the most part, these individuals are not
necessarily accountants, is that right?
A. In many, many instances, they are not accountants.
Q. Based on what you said that the time that they
would be with the firm before being considered   being
proposed for partnership, being considered for proposal, would
be, again, five or six years after they first got their
contract?
A. It could be five or six years or it could be a
little longer. It depends on the type of experience they have
had before they came into the firm and how they progress with
the firm, of course.
Q. Are there any black partners at Price  aterhouse?
A. T o or three I guess -- three: Woody Britton,
Frank Ralston, Mr. Dobey, D-o-b-e-y. I think that is it.
MR. HURON: I would like to have these documents
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marked as Exhibits 1 though 3.
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibits Nos.
1 - 3 were marked for
identification.)
BY MR. HURO :
Q. What has been marked for identification as Exhibit
1 to this deposition   is that just a blank form of the
standard proposal form which is used when a local office
nominates a candidate for partner?
A. It looks like one, yes.
Q- As far as you know, does Price Waterhouse have any
criteria that governs procedures that the local office is
supposed to follow in determining whether or not to propose
someone in the first instance?
For example, let me break the question down, do
you know whether the local office has to be unanimous in its
agreement in support of an individual? Does it have to have
two-thirds support? Are there any rules like that?
A. To my knowledge, there are not any hard and fast
rules that require -- are requirements that the partners be
unanimous, a certain percentage -- but obviously, all the
partners are aware of the fact that there is a great deal of
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support required at the proposing office level in order for
the candidate to be a viable candidate.
You just cannot have the people who know them best
not behind the candidate, because that would not make sense.
Q. In response to some interrogatories we sent out,
we were told that technical anybody in the firm can propose
someone for partnership.
MR. SCHRADER: I think more accurately any partner
can propose a candidate.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. In fact, are partnerships ever proposed except
through the local office route?
A. Yes. Again, you might have a national specialty
or you might have a specific specialized business unit where
the partner who is responsible for that particular function
could propose someone such as a public utilities specialist
might propose someone to become a public utilities specialist
partner within his group.
So, it could be other than just the local office.
In fact, the public utilities specialist might be located in
one office and he might propose a candidate who is on his
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specialty team who is located in another office.
So, you could have partners other than within the
same office of the candidate proposing a candidate, y s.
Q. Does that happen very often?
A. More and more frequently, yes, than it used to
because of the way we are organizing our firm from a specialty
point of view and an industry point of view, as well having
these specialized practice units being established.
Q. Would it be fair to say that the proposal would
come either from the local office geographically on the one
hand or from a functional group on the other?
A. I think that is a good assessment, description.
Q. On the second page of the partnership form, it
asks for a description as to how the   why the candidate is
being proposed and it refers to PAR 015.00.
In Exhibit 2, which I am handing you, is a copy of
that, I think, and I would like you to refer to it to confirm
that as far as you know that is the document that is being
referred.
A. That is the May, 1981, version of it, yes.
Q. Is there a later version?
A. Not to my knowledge.
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Q. Just looking at either PAR 015.00 or any other
memoran um dealing with partnership, do you know whether there
is any statement made by the firm that prohibits
discrimination based on sex or race in partnership selection?
A. I guess I have to answer that   no, I do not.
Q. After the candidates are proposed, the long and
short forms go out to the partnership along with the
proposals. Is that right?
A. Pardon?
Q. After a candidate is proposed in August, the
partners are sent   the proposals of everyone who has been
proposed  
A. The proposal form, yes.
Q.
know them?
Plus the long and short forms to fill out if they
A. That is right.
Q. Could you just briefly   I will not ask that. It
is evident here.
Exhibit 3 gives instructions in filling out long
and short forms?
A. Yes.
Q. Do you know who prepares the long and short form
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in the first place?
MR. SCHRADER: Who constructed the form? Selected
the categories?
MR. HURON: Yes.
THE WIT ESS: Oh, that was, I guess, done by the
Admissions Com ittee, I think. It is continually revised and
improved upon or at least reviewed each year by the Admissions
Committee to see if it is still appropriate to use those
forms.
But I do not  now specifically who the person was
who designed the format as such. It was in existence when I
became a member of the Admissions Committee.
As Chairman of the Admissions Committee, I look at
it each year to determine whether it is still appropriate to
use that form or whether we should consider revising it.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Can you recall any revisions that have been made
under your tenure as Chairman?
A. Not to the basic long and short forms themselves.
We have modified the instructions to them occasionally just to
make sure that we were encouraging those partners who had
something substantive to say about the candidates to make sure
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that they did prepare the forms.
But I do not recall any major changes to the basic
forms themselves.
Q. When the Admissions Committee meets to disc ss
candidates, first in December and then in January or February,
I would like to see if I could itemize the materials that are
available to the members of the Admissions Committee on each
candidate.
As I understand it, first of all you have the
summaries of the long and short -- first of all you have the
proposal, I guess?
A. That is right.
Q. Secondly, you have the summaries of the long and
short forms that have been prepared?
A. The typewritten sum aries, yes, of comments.
MR. SCHRADER: Well, let's make sure it is not
unclear. Do you also have the sum aries of the scoring? The
ratings?
THE WITNESS: Yes, we had the   we also have the
statistical data with respect to each candidate and we also
have the summary scores that are available, that is how they
rank in relation to other candidates.
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Except that what I normally do is I do not
distribute that to the Admissions Committee members initially
until we have a chance to discuss the candidates or as many of
the candidates as we possibly can in that first meeting. Then
toward the end of the meeting, I generally give it them.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. I take it that is a practice you have developed?
A. Yes, I developed it myself.
Q. Why is that?
A. I just as soon have everybody take the first  
make their first past through the candidates without knowing
how they rank individually with relations to the other
candidates, although the summary spread sheets can -- by
taking a look at that, you can see who the stronger and weaker
candidates might be, at least from a profile point of view.
But I hesitate to have specific rankings on one
candidate versus another available to everyone when you make
your first evaluation of each individual candidate.
Q. I take it, sometimes someone who  ould have, on
the profile at least, appear at or near the top might   for
other reasons you might say "no" or "hold" on?
A. That is possible.
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Q. And vice versa for someone at or near the bottom?
A. That is true.
Q. So, you just want people to start of  ith a sort
of fresh mind so you can see those other factors first?
A. That is right.
Q. So you have materials we have discussed   I take
it   do you also have available -- by "you" I mean the
members of the Admissions Committee   the summaries or
reports prepared by the members who go out for office visits?
A. That is right.
Q. I take it you probably put together a package for
each member of the Admissions Co mittee?
A. No -- well, what happens is that the material is
sent to each member of the Admissions Co mittee as it becomes
available.
Q. I see.
A. For example, if I go and visit a number of
offices, at the office visit or during the office visit, I
will review the individual candidate's personnel files.
I will make quite a few notes with respect to the
materials that is in the files and eventually I will dictate a
summary of what I think is of importance that has been
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extracted from those files.
And then I will dictate also the results of my
interviews with each of the partners with whom I have spoken.
I will put that together in a memorandum and then I will send
a copy of that memorandum to each of the Admissions Committee
members, hopefully as far in advance of our December meeting
as I possibly can, so they have a chance to look at it along
with the other material.
Sometimes, of course, you cannot get it out as far
in advance as you wo ld like because of the visits you might
make.
But that is done by each of the com ittee members
so that essentially everybody has the same packet of material,
but it is each member s responsibility to see that the
materials get to the other members.
Q. The actual office' visits, those are each conducted
by a member of the Admissions Committee?
A. That is right.
Q. I suppose probably each one does approximately
one-eighth of the office visits. Roughly?
A. Roughly.
Q. Do you instruct the other members of t   committee
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that they are to be as accurate as possible when they are
conducting these office visits and putting down other
partners' comments even if they are frank or blunt about
individual candidates?
A. I would like to think I would not have to instruct
them. They know that they are to do that. It is incumbent
upon them to do that.
Q. Again, looking over data we have received for the
last few years and here I a  speaking of 1981 through 1984,
that four year period, it appears that there are approximately
in the neighborhood of 75 to 85 to 90 candidates proposed
under consideration each year. Does that conform roughly to
your experience?
A. Yes.
Q. Now, in terms of those who are actually
reco mended for partnership, that is, gi en a "yes"
recommendation by your committee or who actually voted "yes"
on it or approved by the Policy Board, is there any quota, any
ceiling? Has there ever been for any given year?
A. Not so far as the Admission Co mittee is
concerned. It is incumbent upon us to come up with the
recommendations of the Policy Board of those candidates who we
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believe are qualified and meet the criteria we have
established for partner candidates.
We make our recommendations to the Policy Board on
the basis of the candidates and what we perceive that those
trends are what they presumably will contribute to the firm.
Q. As far as you know, from having -- and you have
sat in on the Policy Board meetings where candideites are
discussed. Is that correct?
A. That is correct.
Q. Does the Policy Board, itself, impose any ceiling
or quota or say, "We cannot go beyond 45 or 47," or anything
like that?
A. I do not ever recall establishing a specific quota
at the Policy Board level, saying we cannot go over a certain
number.
It does not mean as businessmen, as Policy Board
members, that you do not keep the econo ics of the firm's
practice in perspective as you review partner candidates.
And as an Admissions Committee member, I take off
my Admissions Committee hat and put on my Policy Board hat and
look at the candidates from that perspective.
But I do not know -- or I do not recall ever -- a
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quota having ever been established that the Policy Board
Q. What is the Admissions Committee looking for in a
partner? Let me ask that first and then I   part of that is,
I suppose, does it vary by discipline, that i  tax versus
audit versus M S?
A. That is difficult   well, first off  
Q. Just generally  
A. It does not vary by discipline on an overall
basis. It obviously has to vary by discipline with respect to
an individual candidate's strengths and weaknesses because
there are different requirements for a tax candidate than
there might be as far as an audit candidate is concerned or an
MCS candidate.
So, while overall, no, there is not a difference
in what seek in our partners, overall there certainly has to
be si ply has to be because of the different disciplines,
because of what they might be able to contribute to the firm.
But basically what we are looking in a partner
candidates are, number one -- well, it is articulated very
well, at least, as far as the characteristics are concerned in
PAR, which you have copies of. I will not repeat what is in
there.
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We are looking to partner candidates who will,
let's say, bring something extra to the firm.  e are not
looking for an average partner.
We do not want candidates who will be average
partners. We are looking to admitting candidates who will, in
effect, make a contribution and be above average partners.
So, over a period of time, obviously, your average
partner   the qualifications of an average partner would
increase considerably.
That probably has happened over the past four or
five years, not just simply because we are consciously looking
for someone who is in the upper quartile of the candidates,
the above average half of the candidates.
Consequently, we want people who are technical
competent, who are visible in the community and active in
outside activities, who are conscious of the needs to develop
our practice, who have an innate ability to, let's say, make
certain that all the firm's services are brought to bear in
client situations, candidates who are professionally
prominent, candidates who will enhance the firm's reputation
to the way the conduct themselves, the way they act, good
professional bearing.
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Q. I am sorry, I did not hear you.
A. Good professional bearing. Such things as the
highest integrity, intellectual capacity.
Q. You say you are looking for something extra in a
candidate and I think you also defined that as above average.
Is that correct? It is something extra? It is the same way
as saying something  
A. Well, when I say "extra," they have to ha e an
added dimension.
Q. Give  e an example of an added dimension.
A. Another dimension might be someone who has been
very very visible in the community and through the business
and professional, as well as community contacts, has been
extremely good at developing a practice and expanding the
practice with respect to the particular community in which
they operate.
nother might be a person who has shown an innate
ability to provide distinguished services to a given client.
For example, it might be the audit manager on a given
engagement, but he is quick to recognize opportunities to be
of service to the client from an MCS perspective or from a tax
point of view or from a general financial and consulting point
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of view that he has performed extraordinarily  ith respect to
that client.
He has enhanced our client relationship and has
also given us some   an opportunity to provide a ditional
services to the client to expand our scope of services tot he
client.
Another might be to be willing to do -- to take
the time   to do the things that are necessary in order to
right for publication in the area of his specialty, so that he
becomes prominently known in, let's say, for example, gas
accounting or in real estate areas, things of that sort.
There are many ways in which one can demonstrate
that he has an added dimension and he is making a contribution
over and above that which his peers might be willing to take
the time to do.
Q. I take it any particular individual might have one
of these added dimensions, not necessarily all three or six or
however many there would be?
A. You are right. Any given candidate could have 1,
2, 3, 5..--.who kno s how many   but when you review what has
happened to the individual through his entire career and what
his11 contribution has been, that is the reason for talking to
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partners, reviewing the personnel file, reviewing the partner
comments, to learn everything there is to learn about a
partner candidate, so you can determine what these dimensions
are that he will bring to the firm   he or she.
Q. From the three that you have mentioned: one,
extremely good a developing practice in whatever locality they
are in; the second was -- I think you described it as the
innate ability to  rovide distinguished service io particular
clients so that that   Price Waterhouse's dealings with the
clients expand over time?
A. That is another form of practice development.
Q. Right. I thought at first it was different ways
of looking at practice development.
A.  hat is right.
Q. The third, writing for publication, beco ing
prominent in the field, is that also related to practice
development?
A. Not necessarily, but obviously if the firm is
looked upon as being expert in a given industry or within a
given field, it has got to provide opportunities to the firm.
But again it is a matter of enhancing the
reputation of the firm, itself.
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MR. HURON: I wo ld like to have this marked as
Exhibit No. 4
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit No. 4
was marked for identification.)
BY MR. HURO :
Q. What I am handing you has been marked for
identification as Exhibit 4 to this Deposition. It is the
overall summary of the Admissions Committee for 1983 on a
candidate who was coded M104, whose name, in fact, as we have
been the given the codes, is Richard Boyatzi, who, based on
the records, was originally placed on hold that year.
There was the hold recommendation by the
Admissions Committee, but then the Policy Board made him a
yes. Do you recall that on Richard Boyatzi?
. Yes.
Q. Basically, I just wanted to show that to you,
because, the first sentence says, "He possesses in good measure
virtually all the traits we are looking for in a partner."
I wonder whether those traits that are then
specified in the next sentence are ones that you would agree
are the key partner traits?
A. No, I do not think that   they are just the ones
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that  ere cited most frequently. They are not necessarily the
only traits that  e would consider to be key partner traits.
Q. But here we are   just, again, to get this on the
record, we are talking about "extraordinary practice
development, orientation and skills, energy, thoroughness and
dedication to the job, leadership qualities, unflappable, no
nonsense approach to the work."
Are there other qualities besides those which come
up frequently?
A. Certainly. You mean as -- when you say "come up
frequently  
MR. SCHR DER: Are you asking whether that is an
effort to summarize for all candidates generally, the
significant characteristics that they are looking at?
MR. HURON:  o. But what form says is that
Mr. Boyatzi  
MR. SCHRADER: It is not a form. It is a memo on
that specific individual, so do not characterize it as a form.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. The memo says that "He possesses in good measure
virtually all the traits we are looking for in a partner," and
then some traits are summarized.
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A. But they are not all the traits we look for in a
partner . You mentioned the long form and the short form, the
questionnaires, so to speak, are responses that we asked our
partners to prepare on each candidate.
They summarized the type of items we are looking
for in our partner candidates. We have personal attributes
that are summarized thereon.
We have technical attributes, man ag er i al
attributes, the whole group there. There is a myria  of
things we are looking for in our partner candidates.
These happen to be, as far as Boyatzi is
concerned, a number of the points or strengths that were most
frequently discussed. The statement indicated that he has
virtually all of the attributes, traits that we are looking
for in a partner.
I would presume that means virtually all, which
would include a myriad of other attributes over and above
those that are specifically enumerated there.
The ones that are set forth are important, but so
are all the others.
MR. HURON: Let's take a five minute break. Off
the record.
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(A short recess was taken.)
MR. HURON: On the record.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. We have been tal ing about some of the qualities
or traits that the Admissions Committee is looking for in
prospective partners.
One of the items that you mentioned where one of
the areas where it could be demonstrated -- would be practice
development.
I take it there are occasions when an individual
is turned down for partnership because he has not demonstrated
any particular flair in the practice development area. Is
that right?
A.  ell, it would not just be practice development
alone. It would be that together with a number of other areas
in which he or she has not distinguished themselves.
MR. HURON: I  ould like to have this marked as
Exhibit No. 5.
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit No. 5
was marked for identification.)
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Exhibit No. 5 is the overall Admissions Committee
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evaluation for 1983 on Michael Cummins. He is coded M408.
A. (The witness perusing document.)
Q. Looking at that, particularly the second summary
paragraph, would it be accurate to say that, at least in
Mr. Cummins' case, it appears that his principal significant
shortcoming was in the area of practice development?
A. Well, there is a -- I would say, yes, that one of
his principal shortcomings was the fact that he had an
apparent lack of capabilities to build a practice.
This is an extremely important in an MCS
environment, because you do not have repetitive work or repeat
work such as you might have from an auditor/tax point of view.
So, as job is being completed, you have to have
another job in your backlog to keep your staff busy. So, that
is one of the things we look for in an MCS candidate, as well
as our other candidates.
But there were additional reasons, as this
indicates, "lack of spark, creativity," amongst other things
that he seemed to  
Q. If you coul  loo  back to Exhibit 1, which is the
proposal form, on the second page, I just want to ask you
about a couple categories there.
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There is a space there about a third of the way
down the page for this candidate's chargeable hours. I take
it you have the chargeable hours for all the candidates who
were proposed, because of the information that is provided in
that form?
A. Provided in that form, yes.
Q. How do you weigh that particular factor, that is,
chargeable hours?
A. Well, if there is a deviation from what one would
expect of a partner candidate, we try to determine the reasons
why.
The hours, to a great degree, are an indicator of
the depth of experience that the candidate mignt. have as well
as the types of assignments the candidate might have.
For example, you might have a candidate  ho has
800 chargeable hours, but he is in a small office, where he
has a number of small clients and he just really has been
spending so much time dealing with a group of s all clients,
that he just cannot charge any more than 800 hours, because he
is out also building a practice and doing  ractice development
work.
He is involved in the community trying to enhance
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the image of the firm, so there could be a myriad of reasons
why he only has 800 or 900 chargeable hours.
Another candidate may have 1900 or 2000 or 2400 or
2500 or whatever the case might be, but that could well be,
again, the type of assignments he had.
He might have one large job or two large jobs,
where they spend 1500 hours or 2000 hours on tnat job. They
go to the same location day after day, five days a week, six
days a week, depending on the case, and consequently, he is
not out, or she is not out, trying to build a practice within
a given small co munity or not out trying to   or not doing a
great deal of practice development work because they spend a
great deal of time on the one or two clients.
So, it depends on the type of assignments you have
as to how many chargeable hours you might have. But we try to
determine, and we do determine, the reasons why there is a
significant variation from the norm.
Q. When you say, "significant variation from the
norm," you mean either way?
A. Either way, down or up.
Q. What is the norm?
A. Well, there is a standard as far as the firm is
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concerned for each level and I do not remember the exact
amounts, but let's say for a senior accountant it  ight be in
the 1500 hour range.
e look for, in partner candidates at the manager
level   anywhere from -- again, this is just a rule of thumb
-- 1300 to 1500 hours or even 1700 hours. That would not be
out of the realm of what you would expect.
If there is less than, say, 1300 hours, you wonder
why and if there is more than 1700 or so, then you again
wonder why.
Q. If you are wondering why on the high side what you
look at there   what do you  
A.  ell, we look -- they do indicate, for example,
who the clients are, what projects they have been working on.
And many times they indicate the amount of o ertime that a
particular candidate has spent.
Again, we are just trying to determine the depth
of the candidate's experience and the type of job assignments.
Q. Other things being equal, is it better to have  
from a candidate's perspective to have more rather than  e er
chargeable hours?
A. You cannot say as a general rule that it is better
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to have more or less chargeable hours. It really depends on
the type of assignments, the type of experience and type of
practice environment the candidate is involved in.
I do not think that you can -- you can look at,
let's say, a given point and say, "All right, if they have 500
hours more than this, they are doing a great job."
Someone might have 2000 chargeable, for example,
and not do anything other than j st go to work every day and
do an adequate job that sho s no imagination, spark,
initiative, aggressiveness or anything else. That does not
make him a super partner candidate, because he has 2000
chargeable hours.
Q. I understand what you are saying, but I guess   I
meant by prefacing my question, holding those other factors
constant  
MR. SCHRADER: Well, you cannot. You cannot hold
them constant. They are all weight.  hey are var ing
factors.
MR. HURON: I would prefer it if you would let the
witness answer the question.
MR. SCHRADER:  ell, you are asking him to
generalize about a particular criteria and the affect of
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having more hours than less and he is telling you he cannot
generalize about it.
MR. HURON:  gain, if he wants to say that, that
is fine.
MR. SCHRADER: He did say that.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. You mentioned aggressiveness, initiative. These
are things you are looking for. Is that right? These are
plus factors?
A. Imagination, aggressiveness, initiative. They are
some of the plus factors, sure.
Q. I am not saying they are the only ones, but those
are important positive factors you are looking for?
A. He can be over aggress ive. It can be a negative.
So, I mean, again, you have to put everything into
perspective. So, it is a balance we are looking for.
Q. Some of these factors you have been mentioning, do
they refer to -- are they sometimes referred to generally as
interpersonal skills?
A. You say "some of the factors." Have I ever used
the term "interpersonal skills"? Certainly.
Q. What do you mean by it?
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A. Well, interpersonal s ills are the way you deal
with others, the way you perceive others, the way others
perceive you, the way you communicate, the way yo  -- your
compassion, your tact. The way you lead people, leadership
abilities. The way you listen, the way you communicate orally
and in writing, empathy, understanding.




Q.  ould it be accurate to say  hat the term
"interpersonal skills" in itself does not have any substantive
content one way or the other?
I mean, if you just said, "Someone lacks
interpersonal skills," would you necessarily know specifically
what that meant about an individual?
A. I do not think -- when you say, "someone lacks
interpersonal skills," that you would know exactly what they
mean. I have a pretty good understanding, I guess,
particularly if you are looking at it in the light   in the
context of which, let's say, the long and short forms
responses are put together.
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And the attributes that we indicate   we ask them
to rate people from a personal point of view.
(The witness conferring with Counsel.)
Go ahead.
Q.  he phrase, itself, when used for an individual,
could refer to someone who is too quiet or too loud? I mean,
either way, just depending on the individual?
A. I do not necessarily look at somebody being too
quiet or too loud as being necessarily an interpersonal skill.
I look at an interpersonal skill how someone would relate to
people, whether it would be their peers, their subordinates,
their superiors, the way they deal with people and how they
get along with people, how they lead or follow and
communicate, but not necessarily brashness or timidity or
whatever the case.
That is more personality traits than how they deal
with people. Interpersonal, as I perceive it, is how you
relate with people.
MR. HURON: I would like to have this marked as
Exhibit No. 6.
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit No. 6
was marked for identification.)
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Q. The Exhibit that has been marked as No. 6 is the
1983 Admissions Committee evaluation of Candidate A309, Arthur
Gutshall. I just want to refer to the second sentence there,
which begins, "While."
' A. (The witness perusing document.)




Q. It appears to me, from my reading of this, and I
just want to see whether this conforms with your recollection
that looking at Mr. Gutshall in terms of interpersonal skills
says he could almost be described   I am paraphrasing now  
the word "introvert" is used or "almost an introvert."
Is that one sense in which you would customarily
use the term?
A. I think this was written in the context that
Gutshall had difficulty communicating with people, relating to
people, making his presence known and being assertive in
dealing with people that worked with him and for whom he
worked.
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The reason I am so sure it means that is I wrote
this. I was the one who visited his office and -- but that
was  
Q. In other words, he would not demonstrate the types
of aggressiveness and initiative that you  ere talking about
earlier?
A. That is right.
Q. My impression, in going over a lot of materials,
and this is just a general i pression, let's see whether it is
yours as well, is that the various ratings on the long and
short forms, that is the statistical ratings that each long
form or short form rater makes of the candidate and the way
those are summarized, do not seem to be things that are
generally decisive in the process.
Is that correct or not? How would you assess
that?
A. I am not sure I understand your question.
MR. SCHRADER: Do you want to ask him how they
took into account the ratings and statistics, in what fashion
they refer to them and how they deal with that?
MR. HURON: Well, he has talked about it some
already and  
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MR. SCHRADER: I think your questio  is unclear.
THE WITNESS: Yes, it is unclear. You are talking
about the quartile rankings now, the long and short forms,
where they put them in the first, secon  or third quartile.
BY MR. HURO :
Q. The long and short forms, as I understand it, and
particularly on the summaries, they are broken down into three
basic categories: The technical competence, the conduct of
the work, personality attributes?
A. Yes.
Q. Then a separate breakdown for the overall rating
that any particular rater would give to the individual?
A. Yes.
Q. That is true for both the long form and the short
form raters?
A. That is right.
Q. Even though the long form has about some 48
attributes that are rated and the short form, I think, has 14?
A. Yes.
Q. Now, when those are summarized for any given
individual, how are they taken into consi eration?
A. Well, they are part of the overall evaluation of
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the candidate's strengths or weaknesses. Again, it gets back
to, I guess, the discussion we had earlier that we are looking
to admit partner candidates that are going to raise the
overall quality of our partnership, our partner complement.
The ratings that are set forth in the long and
short forms are prepared   the quartile rankings are done by
the partners to consider this candidate in relation to partner
candidates they have known over the past two years or as they
have evaluated partner candidates over the past, as well as
the current group.
Consequently, as you well know, not every
candidate is a successful candidate, so there are   they were
making a comparison of the current year's group of partner
candidates with groups of partner candidates ove  a period of
years and not necessarily with partners who have been recently
admitted.
So, you are getting sort of a comparable quartile
ranking.  e take into consideration the overall rankings from
a perspective of, "This is part of the overall candidate's
profile." If they come up extremely poor -- from a profile
point of view as to where they fall in the quartile rankings,
we obviously consider them along with everytu ng as being an
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indication of what the overall partner prospects   admissions
prospects are.
They are not the sole criteria, but they certainly
do play   part in our overall consideration, partner comments,
along with the information in the candidate's personnel file,
along with the interview notes that are prepared as a result
of having face-to-face discussions with the partners.
Q. That is the office visits?
A. That is the office visits. That is all taken into
consideration and discussed in great detail and at great
length.
Q. Do you know how, just as a statistical matter, the
categories which are summarized from the long and short forms
are prepared? That is, the -- there is a category called
"technical competence." Do you  now how that figure is
reached statistically? Is it simply an average of however
any attributes there are  ithin their  
A. Not the attributes, but the attributes upon which
there is a comment made. Because if it is left blank that
does not enter into the determination.
Q. So, each of the   on the long form -- 48
attributes are weighted equally for purposes of  
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A. The overall evaluation. Only the ones that have
been commented on. Not the blanks.
Q. Right.
A.  ot the ones that have not been commented on.
Q. But if one partner com ented on all 48 attributes
each of them would be given equal weight in determining the
average for personality or the average for technical
competence or the average for conduct of work?
. Yes . Well,  hen you come down in the grou ings,
yes .
Q. In your opinion, are those attributes all of equal
weight?
MR. SCHRADER: Generally speaking or as to any
particular candidate?
MR. HURON: No, in general.
BY MR. HURO :
Q. Is each of those 48 attributes precisely as
important as each of the others?
A. No, certainly not. But you have to remember that
as they are summarized with respect to all the can idates,
when the averages are prepared, they are all essentially
prepared on the same basis.
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That is, it is all done the same, so when you are
comparing one candidate to another or looking at how one
candidate might appear from a profile point of view in
relation to other candidates, all the averages or all the
percentage quartile rankings were prepared the same way for
each candidate, so you have a reasonably comparable basis.
But we do go back and we look at the individual
attributes and  here they have -- where a candidate may have
ranked in the fourth quartile in a number of areas -- and we
try to determine, and do determine, the areas which we
perceive to be perhaps more important or less important than
others and trying again to balance out the importance of the
statistical data.
We do not just look at the statistics and say,
"This is the answer." We go back and look at the data that
supports the statistics.
Q. Do you know whether the  dmissions Committee or
anyone else who has conducted any analyses to determine
whether to extent to which there is any correlation for a
articular candidate among the ratings given, sa , for
technical competence versus personality?
. If you look at the way things are sum arized, they
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are summarized by the different attributes. And you come up
with where they fall within the quartile rankings in each of
those categories and then there is an overall.
The overall is strictly on the basis of where they
fell from a quartile ran ing in the overall -- on the forms
themselves. It is not a summary of all the others.
So, you have set forth in the summary statistics
where they fall within each of the groupings of attributes.
And the overall is an overall -- not a summary of all that
which preceded it, but just  
Q. Separate?
A. A separate overall quartile ranking that the
evaluator or the partner who has commented has placed that
candidate.
Q. The reason I ask that is it appeared to me,
loo ing at the data, that someone who is ranked high, say, on
technical competence tends to be ranked high in the other two
areas.
Someone who is ranked in the middle tends to be
ran ed in the middle on all three. When someone is ranked low
on one tends to be ranked low on all three.
I just wonder whether that is   whether   first
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of all, whether you have performed any analyses to determine
what those correlations are? Let me ask you that question
first.
A. No.
Q. Secondly, is that your impression as well?
A. No.
Q. No?
A. I do not h ve any impression, I guess, from that
point of view. But I have not noted what you ha e just said.
I mean, I can recall people who have been ran ed very high
technically and  ay have been put in lower quartiles in other
areas.
Perhaps the management of an engagement where he
is   interpersonal -- in the personal characteristics or
whatever. There are people who have varying strengths in
varying areas and I do not think the fact that someone is
rated in the  iddle of the quartile, for example, from that
technical point of view, that that necessarily means that they
are going to be in the middle quartile or in the second or
third quartile as far as the other attributes  re concerne .
Q. I do not think I disagree with you objectively, it
just appeared to me that the individual   the ratings on the
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various attributes appear to be driven to some extent by the
overall rating.
A. I cannot put  y min    let me just -- I do not
know what partners think when they prepare the forms. But I
have not noticed any trend along those lines.
MR. HURON: Off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
MR. HURON: On the record.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. You have described generally the use you make of
the statistical data. When you are looking at it, do you tend
to focus on the overall rating as opposed to the other
ratings?
A. I think we consider all the oata not any
individual one specifically.
Q. The first time the Admissions Committee meets to
discuss candidates on the merits, you said that is typically a
three-day meeting in December, what happens? How does it
work?
A.  hat happens is we revie  each of the candidates.
We try to get through all of them and depending on how many
candidates there are, we may or may not get through them all
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in the first meeting, but we try to.
But each Admissions Committee member who has
visited a specific candidate's office, he, in effect, gives a
summary of his visit and he gives an overall sum ary of what
he percieved from that visit in discussion with the partners
to be a profile for a candidate.
The other members of the committee ask questions,
discuss the candi ate. One thing that is -- a procedure that
I put into place -- and that is that if there is a candidate
from one of the Admissions Com ittee member's office that that
member cannot say anything about the candidate during this
discussion until he is asked to comment by me about the
candidate.
So, there is a full and frank discussion about
what the members perceive to be the strengths or weaknesses of
the candidate and questions are asked of the Admissions
Committee member  ho has visited the office to clarify things
or comments that he has made.
Then if there happens to be an Admissions
Committee member who is from the candidate's office, he is
generally asked to give his perspective with respect to a
candidate.
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Then we take a preliminary indication from the
Admissions Com ittee members as to whether  hey think the
partner candidate ought to be recommended for admission or
whether he ought to be recommended to be held or whether he
should be "no."
Q. Sort of a straw vote?
A. Well, it is not a straw vote. It is actually
I
recorded. We actually keep track of what happens by i
j
dmissions Committee member.
Q. You mentioned   you used the word before   that
the first thing that happens is that the partner who has
conducted the office visit speaks to the candidate and sets
forth the profile and the word I want to ask about is
"profile."
When you say the candidate's "profile"  
.  ell, he reviews what is in the -- what he has
summarized as far as the memorandum he has prepared on the
review of the candidate's personnel file, what he perceives to
be the candidate's strengths and weaknesses and progression
with the fir  as a result of having looked at his personnel
file and going into it in some depth.
What he has gleaned from his discussions with the
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partners and what he perceives to be the strength of the
partner support in the office for a candidate,  hat the
partners had to say and how they said it   it is easy to put
something down on a piece of paper, but  hen you look somebody
in the eye across the table or across the room, they say,
"Now, exactly what do you mean by that statement," it may come
out a little bit differently.
Then we get into a discussion of, "What did you
really mean?" As we are doing here.
Consequently, this is what we discuss and try to
get an understanding as to just exactly what the candidate is
all about.
Q. This is based principally on the office visit?
A. This is based on the proposal form itself, the
partner's comments that have been sent in and su  arized, the
initial statistical summary without the overall r nkings, b t
it -- setting forth how many people responded, how many said,
"yes," how many said, "no," how many said, "hold," how  any
did not have enough information to make an informed judgment
as to whether it should be "yes," "no," or "hold," the
quartile rankings within the different attributes and the
summary statistics by partner, but not necessarily the overall
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rankings in relation to all the other candidates.
All of that is available and we have either looked
through it in connection with that candidate an  we have
discussed it in connection with that candidate.
Q. So, when the person who has   the partner who has
conducted the office visit speaks about a particular
candidate, he is speaking based on not just the office visit,
I
but everything that is available to everyone on that j
candidate?
A. That is right.
Q. We talked about the   I think before you used the
term "spread sheet." That is  
A.  ell, you have a copy of the report and it had
attached to -- I think you have a copy of the report   that
has attached to it the statistical summary list of all the
candidates and showing the different long form and short form
quartile rankings and the overall quartile rankings for the
short form and the long form, the number of respondents, how
many said, "yes," how many said, "hold," how many said, "no,"
how many "insufficients" there  ere. That is  
Q. I just want to make sure we are talking about the
same document. I figured we were.
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A.  s well, we have the material that lists the
different partners who have commented and how they ranked
them, how they ranked each candidate in the different
attributes, which is what this summary is prepared for.
Q. The purpose of the first three-day meeting   I
just want to make sure I understand this correctly   is to
try to, at least, get through each of the candidates once?
A. We try to, yes.
Q.  t the end of that meeting, you have reached some
preliminary decisions as to some, but not all of the
candidates. Is that fair to say?
A. We have quite a few candidates that  e   we visit
all candidates at the next meeting -- at the next couple of
meetings   and we rediscuss all the the candidates.
But where there are some where we have come to
some preliminary concl sions on   there are some that we have
a lot of questions about or  e just cannot come to any
conclusions as far as the committee overall is concerned -- we
all have different,perceptions of the candidate.
At that point, it takes the next couple of
meetings and a lot of additional study and consideration until
we finally come up with a decision on the candidates.
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Q. If you have a question on a candidate, say, after
the December meeting, is there some way you have, either
formal or informal, of getting further information?
A. Yes.
Q. How do you do that?
A. We have a continuing process of talking to
partners. For example, we do not always complete   while we
may have completed all our office interviews, we may not have
completed our intervie s of the indivi ual partners in the
national office.
So, we continue to interview them. If there is
anything that is unclear with respect to a given candidate or
what a partner1s comments might have been with respect to a
given candidate, the partner who is responsible for   who has
visited the office of that particular candidate   is asked to
follow up, to contact the partner and to determine just
exactly what he meant or to clarify a situation.
So, there is a continuing dialog  ith respect to a
nu ber of the candidates, from time to time, with partners to
make certain that we understand exactly  hat is meant by
comments.
Q. So, the dialog could be with with the
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P rtner-in-Charge of the candidate's office?
A. I could be the Partner-in-Charge of the
candidate's office, but in most instances it would be more in
connection with an individual partner's specific comment.
Q. If Mr. X, a partner, made comments about an
individual and you  anted to know what those meant, the
partner who had first tal ed to Mr. X on the office visit
might call him up and say, "We need some more information
about this"?
. It is a possibility, yes.
Q. Does it happen?
A. Yes.
Q. At some point -- when would it be -- January or
February, you have reached, from the Admissions Committee's
perspective decisions on all the candidates, either "yes,"
"no," or "hold." Is that right?
A. That is right. It is in February.
Q. Is that sort of the target you have to make those
decisions?
A. When we submit our report to the Policy Board, we
have a recommendation for each candidate.
Q. February is when you submit the report to the
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A. That is right.
MR. SCHRADER: May  e go off the recor ?
MR. HURON: Yes. Off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
MR. HURON: On the record.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. I am not going to have this marked for the record,
at least not at this point, but I want to hand you a document
dated February 10 , 1984 , to the members of the Policy Board,
signed by you. It is a three-page memo with certain
attachments.
hat I want to ask, really just in terms of
format, is this the type of document that the Admissions
Committee submits to the Policy Board along with some other
attachments that are not there?
A. (The witness perusing document.)
That is the type of report we submit, yes.
Q. Basically, you have a two to three-page cover
memo, which is the first part. Is that right?
A. That is right.
Q. It consists of three exhibits and I just want to
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know if this is consistent year to year: Are, first,
candidates who are recommended for balloting; that is,
"yeses;" Exhibit 2 is typically the "nos;" and, Exhibit 3, the
"holds"?
A. Right. But then in addition there are the memos
a memorandum on the "nos" and the "holds" as well as the
overall stati tical summary we spoke of is part of the report
also.
Q • So there would be   in addition to the three
exhibits that are attached to this document we have been
discussing, you would have an Exhibit 4, which is a small
package of these overall evaluations which your committee has
prepared for each of the "nos" and "holds"?
A. Well, it is a memorandum explaining  
Q. It is explaining the Committee's  
A. Yes, the reasons for the decision and  
MR. SCHRADER: I did not mean to interrupt you. I
was going to ask you a question though, whether  e have given
you reports like that for other years?
MR. HURON: Yes.
THE WITNESS: Well, that is 1984, so it has to be
a  
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MR. SCHRADER: Okay. I just wondered  hy you
as ing him what they were like in other years if we gave you
the reports. I took by your questioning that perhaps we did
not have them or something.
MR. HURON: No, I just wanted to make sure they
were consistent throughout.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. The fourth attachment would be these   your
reasons for the "nos" or the "holds"?
A Yes, I think there may be -- one may be the  emos
on the "nos" and the other   and there may be described as a
separate exhibit -- Exhibits 2 and 3 respectively -- all
right. these memoranda are included in Exhibit 4 and then
Exhibit 5 is the statistical listing of the candidates.
Q. When you say "statistical  "
A. That is not it, this is it. (Indicating.)
Q. It says "Exhibit 5."
A. Yes. That would be attached.
Q. What we have for 1984, at least, is a complete set
of materials that would go to the Policy Board from the
Admissions Committee  ith the exception of the explanations
for the "nos" and "holds"?
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A. That is right.
Q. That procedure is consistent through the years?
A. Yes.
Q. In the first paragraph of this memorandum of
February 10th, that we have been discussing, it refers to the
explanations for the "holds" and "nos." It suggests that they
may be used with the Partner-in-Charge to explain the reasons.
How does that work?
A. No.  he reasons for preparing those are so that
the area practice partners have a document from which they can
speak to the Partner-in-Charge or the person who has proposed
the candidate who is either not to be admitted or is to be
held.
So, it is a document that he can use to explain
his basis for conveying the reasons the Admissions Committee
made the recommendation they did to the Policy Board.
That is the reason the materials were put together
so there is a vehicle for explaining to the proposer the
reasons why the decision that was reach was, in fact, reached.
Also in that time, the .area practice partner will
suggest to the Partner-in-Charge of the office or whoever the
proposer was that if he has any further questions or wants any
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additional information, he should feel free to call me.
Q. Without going into specifics, looking at the -- we
have the draft -- copies of the report were prepared by the
Admissions Committee in February for the Policy Board meeting,
which I take it is in March. Is that right?
A. No, there is a February Policy Board meeting and
then there is also a March meeting.
Q. Okay, two Policy Board meetings. There appear to
be certain instances in which recommendations made by
Admissions Committee are changed by the Policy Board. Is that
fair to say?
A. That is fair to say.
Q. How does this happen? In other words, how does
the Policy Board meeting work and   you are going to explain
that, I guess, how the Policy Board meeting works in February
when they are acting on the Admissions Committee report.
. Well, the final vote is taken in March, where you
need your 75 percent approval of the Policy Board for a
candidate to be placed on the ballot.
At the February meeting, as I mentioned, each
member of the Admissions Committee reviews in some depth each
of the candidates from the office, the various offices that he
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Then he has an intervie  with the candidate and
explains -- sets for the the candidate's, weaknesses, how the
Admissions Committee perceived them, how the partners
perceived them and, in effect, explains how the  dmissions
Committee arrived at the decision that they did.
Q. This is the same partner who initially made the
presentation back to the Admissions Committee?
. That is right.
Q. The office visit partner?
A. That is right. Then the Policy Board discusses
the candidate, asks questions with respect to any questions
they might have regarding the candidate and the perceived
strengths and perceived weaknesses and asks for clarification
of points sometimes and on occasions, between the February and
March meeting has gone back and gotten additional information
with respect to individual candidates to answer questions that
Policy Board members might have asked that could not be
answered right on the spot.
Q. Sort of the sa e process you tal ed about before?
A. Could be to re-review portions of the file,
talking to specific partners, whatever the case might be.
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Q. B t there are times when someone would be
proposed, say, for a "hold" in the Admissions Committee and
the Policy Board ultimately decides it should be "yes"?
A. That is right.
Q. Or "no" becomes a "hold"?
A.  hat is right.
Q. Or vice versa, I suppose, a "hold" becomes a "no"
on occasion?
A. Yes.
MR. HURON: Let's have this marked as Exhibit No.
7.
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit No. 7
was marked for identification.)
MR. HURON: Exhibit 7 was the document we had been
discussing earlier, the 1984 report to the Policy Board by the
dmissions Committee.
I would also like to have this document marked as
Exhibit No. 8.
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit No. 8
was marked for identification.)
BY MR. HURON:
Divorsitiiid Reporti g Services, Inc.


























Q. When you report to the Board, looking solely at
the "holds," there are instances in which the A missions
Committee recommends that a person be held for two years as
opposed to one year. Is that right?
A. That is right.
Q. If that recommendation is  ade, it is so noted on
the report itself?
. Yes.
Q. Looking at Exhibit 8, which is copies of certain
attachments to the 1983 Admissions Committee report, the last
page indicates that there were, I think, four two-year holds
recom ended?
A. Yes.
Q. I think in some years those were indicated with an
asterisk as opposed to  
A. Could be. I might add that that is only a
recommendation the proposing office has the option the
candidate or repropose the candidate anytime that they want.
We are just making the recommendation that they be held for
two years.
Q. Looking at the 1983 process and looking at the
candidates proposed out of the Office of Government Service in
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Washington, D.C., OGS, as I understand it there were three
candidates proposed from that office   or by that office, I
sho ld say: Mr. Pshyk, Mr. Lum and Ms. Hopkins. Does that
correspond to your memory?
A. Yes.
Q. And Mr. Higgins was proposed, I think, by the New
Orleans office, although he had been working in OGS for about
a year and would continue there?
A. As I recall, yes.
Q. My understanding from Mr. Beyer's deposition,
which we took a couple of weeks ago, was that the Admissions
Committee had asked for certain additional information on
Mr. Pshyk and Mr. Lum.
Do you recall that it showed information relating
specifically to projects that they worked, clients for whom
they had worked and so forth? Do you recall requesting that
type of information, the reasons why it was done?
A. To a great degree, yes. I remember a good deal
abo t it. Perhaps not everything, but quite a bit about it.
Q. Why  as that? What type of information were you
looking for and why?
A. What we were trying to do -- because of the fact
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that they are specialists in given areas, we were trying to
assure ourselves -- it is difficult to evaluate, let's say,
someone with their expertise in specific areas to determine
what contrib tion or what their contribution wo ld be to the
firm in the event that the need for their specialty would all
of a sudden disappear.
If, for example, there were no longer any
consulting in their areas of expertise, how would they
continue to be a contributing force to the firm and be, in
effect -- how could we evaluate their candidacy as to what
their overall continuing contribution would be in that event.
We went back and asked for additional information
to assure ourselves that, indeed, they had abilities and
consulting capabilities and intellectual abilities to be
contributors to the firm even in the event that their areas of
specialization did, indeed   no longer provided an attractive
avenue to the firm.
That is the principal reason we went back to talk
with them, to make certain and to make sure that we understood
the capabilities of the two individuals that you have spoken
of.
Q. That was not a factor with Ms. Hopkins?
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A. No, it was not a factor  ith respect to
Ms. Hopkins.
Q. Why not?
. Because she was being proposed as a financial
planning and control specialist, a project implementer, a
project leader in large scale installations, financial
management systems design and implementation and we know there
is a continuing need for that.
nd w e have quite a fe  fro  MCS partners ,
principals who do that type of work. We thought we understood
and we believed we understood more of that type of
contribution that our MCS staff members and partners make than
we did in the specialities of Pshyk and Lum.
Q. As nearly as I can tell, from looking at the
records, Mr. Pshyk appears to have been a "yes" from the
start, from the Admissions Committee and at the Policy Board
level.
A. Well, when you say "from the start," we did a lot
of soul searching from the Admissions Committee point of  iew,
trying to understand both --ho  Pshyk an  Lum woul  function
on a continuing basis, as I mentioned previously, and their
relation to their overall areas of expertise.
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But once we satisfied ourselves from that point of
view, yes, Pshyk was, indeed, a recommendation to the Policy
Board as a "yes."
Q. At the Policy Board level, no questions  ere
raised about it?
A. No. To my knowledge   at least to my
recollection there were not any.
Q. What happened with Lum?
A.  ell,  e -- I do not remember the specifics of
this whole memorandum as we first drafted it, but  e were
convinced that Lum had a high intellectual capacity and a
great deal of ability and it was one of those things that we
just had difficulty at the Admissions Committee -- in the
Admissions Committee being 150 percent assured, if you want to
put it that way, that he, in effect, had the breadth of
experience or breadth of consulting abilities that he could
function in the event that his expertise went away.
At the Policy Board level we, again, discussed his
strengths and weaknesses, his intellectual capacity and the
decision was finally made to change him from a "hold" to a
"yes."
Everyone felt comfortable that he had the
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intellectual capacity, the broad background and the ability to
function effectively as a partner.
MR. HURON: I would li e to have this marked as
Exhibit No. 9.
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit No. 9
was marked for identification.)
BY MR. HURON:
Q.  hat did you see the difference was a t the
Ad i ss ions Committee level between Pshyi  and Lurn? I mean ,
they are both industry specialists. Right?
A. Yes.
Q. For both of them, you asked for additional
information to determine whether or not you can make a
judgment as to whether they would b e able to make a
contribution to the firm in the event that their specialities
dried up. And you got additional information on both. Right?
. Yes.
Q. From the Admissions Committee perspective, why was
Pshyk more viable than Lum?
A. I think when we came to the end of the  ay, we did
not decide that Pshyk was more viable than Lum. I think that
what we decided was   or at least our initial
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conclusions  ere that we felt we knew a little bit more about,
perhaps, the contributions that Pshyk  ight be able to make
and what the partners had said.
From the information we had gathered, we still had
difficulty coming to grips with -- at the time we made our
recommendations to the Policy Board   as to what   while we
knew that Lum was a brilliant person and had extraordinary
talents,  e still just ha  some difficulty seeing how he woul 
fit into the whole scheme of things, to be perfectly -- to try
to explain it in the vernacular -- that we just had a little
difficulty putting him into perspective as to what his
continuing contribution would be in the event that his
expertise   area of expertise would no longer be viable.
But again discussions both at the Policy Board
level, with the Partner-in-Charge of the MCS practice who was
on the Admissions Committee  
Q. Was that Mr. Goodstat?
A. Goodstat   together  ith discussions with the
partners in OGS -- at the Policy Board, we concluded that he
should be admitted.
Q. Was Mr. Goodstat' s contribution important in that
decision?
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A. His contrib tion is always important when it
relates to an MCS candidate. His contribution is important
when it relates to any candidate, particularly an MCS
candidate.
Q. Looking at Exhibit 9, I think it is something that
you referred to earlier, can you tell me what that is?
(Indicating.) Because I had that that was something that went
to the Policy Board and you said, "No."
A. No, this  oes not go to the Policy Board.
Q. What is that?
A. This is a summary that is prepared which sort of
gives a -- well, what it does is it gives a sum ary profile of
each of the individual candidates, both from a long form
scoring and a short form scoring point of view.
What it does is it takes each of the areas in
which the candidate has been evaluated,  laced into quartiles,
so that it  eights the quartile rankings.
If they are in the first quartile, it is given
four points. In the second quartile, three; third quartile,
two; fourth quartile, one.
Q. Right.
A. Then with that weighting, it comes up with a total
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score. A perfect score would be anybody having them in the
first quartile, which would be 400.
nd it co es up with an overall score in each of
the areas, conduct, work, management, personality, as well as
overall, and then it comes up with a summary score for all
four categories.
Again, it is just to give an overall comparative
assessment of the candidates with their peers.
Q. Is this the document that you were saying that you
withheld from the Admissions Com ittee members at the
beginning meeting?
A. At the beginning of the February meeting -- I
generally have all of these in an envelope and do not give
them to the Admissions Committee. I do not look at them
really myself, although when I open the envelope and see what
it is, I might take a quick look through, but I do not make
any record on it initially.
So, in our first discussion,  e would not ha e
normally this information available or at least back at that
time we did not.
Q. In December?
A. Yes.
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Q. Again, so the record is clear, when you said yo 
normally did not hand out the statistical ratings  
A. This is what I meant. (Indicating.)
Q. You are talking about Exhibit 9.
A. Yes. Now, this year, we had to do things a little
differently -- I am tal ing about 1985 here   because of the
changing of our schedule and everything.
So, we did not necessarily follo  quite the same
formula this year as we did in the past. But in 1983 and 1984
and so forth, this was never given to the Admissions Committee
members at the beginning of the meeting in February. It was
generally given to them at the end of the year, toward the end
of the meeting.
Q. So, they would not have it in December and they
would not get until the end of February?
A. They would get it at the end of the December
meeting.
Q. I thought you said February.
A. No, no, we would not give it to them until the end
of   I did not give it to them until of the end of December
meeting, that three-day meeting.
Q. Both the long forms and the short forms have
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spaces for comments. Right?
A. That is right.
Q. There are certain categories or comments that
partners are asked to comment on. It is not just comment
generally, it is one, two or three different areas they
comment on. Is that right?
. Yes.
Q. One of the areas aske  for comments concerning the
candidate's spouse. Do you know what I am tal ing about?
A. Yes. Well, it is the long form. I do not have
the form here, but I think it is the   Section 8 or
something. There is comment about -- I do not know that it
specifically says "spouse."
It says, "Other comments about the candidate,
including spouse," I think is the  
Q. It just references the spouse.
MR. SCHR DER: Let the record reflect that I am
putting in front of the witness a sample of the long form. It
is Roman Numeral VIII.
HE WITNESS: Yes, VIII, " d itional comments,
including comments on spouse."
MR. SCHRADER: It says "comments on spouse  "
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THE WITNESS: "If limiting the candidate's
transferability or effectiveness."
BY MR. HURO :
Q. What is the purpose of that particular  
A. It says, "If limiting the candidate's
transferability or effectiveness." For example, if a
candidate's spouse refuses to move or is employed, let's say,
in the same metropolitan area the candidate is, and it would
be extremely diffic lt for the candidate to transfer to
another office, it is important to  now what limitations there
may be because of the spouse's   the candidate's spouse's
professional job requirements or limitations or whatever the
case may be  
Q. Is it true that, as a matter of fact, you get a
lot of other comments about spouses?
A. A lot of times they will say that the spouse  ill
be a credit to Price  aterhouse, an extraordinarily brilliant
and nice person, things of that sort. Yes, they do make other
comments.
Q. Occasionally negative ones?    
A. Yes.
Q. Tell me what happened with Ann Hopkins in the
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MR. SCHR DER: Which process?
THE WITNESS: You will have to be a little more
specific than that I am afraid.
BY MR. HURO :
Q. She was proposed by OGS for the cycle -- which
woul  have been effective July 1 , 1983. As I understand it,
the first thing that would ha e happened, basically, is that
the proposal is  ritten by OGS?
A. Right.
Q. It goes out along with the other proposals and
long forms and short forms come back on her?
A. That is right.
Q. Those are then summarized and made available to
you and the other members of the Admissions Committee?
. That is right.
Q. You then assign somebody to visit the --
A. The office  
Q. Right and who was that?
A. Roger Marcellin.
Q. He is from the Dallas office?
A. That is right.
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Q. In December, you wo ld have had the first, as I
understand it, substantive meeting about all the candidates
including Ann Hopkins?
. That is right.
Q. That would be December of 1982?
A. That is right.
Q. Now, before that, had you personally talked to
anyone about Ms. Hopkins?
A. Yes, I -- when I visite  the St. Louis office, I
spoke with several partners in St. Louis about Ann Hopkins.
Q. Did you prepare any notes of those conversations?
A. Yes, I did, I prepared a memoran um, which
included the summary of my comments   or  y discussions.
MR. HURO : I would like to have these documents
marked, the four documents, Exhibits 10 through 13.
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibits  os.
10, 11, 12 and 13 were marked for
identification.)
BY MR. HURO :
Q. Apart from the interviews that you conducted in
the St. Louis office in the fall of 1982, had you talked to
anyone else concerning Ann Hopkins' candidacy before the
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A. Not that I recall, no.
Q. I hand you what has been marked as Exhibits  os.
10, 11 and 12, and Exhibit 10 is Ann Hop ins proposal. Number
11 is the summary of the long form and short form comments as
ell as some statistical data at the back on her individually.
Exhibit 12 was what was given to us in response to an
interrogatory concerning office visits.
There is a memorandum in there concerning
Mr. Marcellin's office visit to OGS, your office visit in
St. Louis  
A. Yes.
Q. A letter from Mr. Coffey and a  emo, I believe we
established previously, was   that particular interview with
Mr. Krulwich on the last page of that Exhibit 12, which was
conducted by Paul Goodstat.
. It looks like it  as Paul Goodstat.
Q. What I would like to ask is do these three
documents. Exhibits 10 through 12 together comprise the
information that the Admissions Com ittee had available on Ann
Hopkins?
A. This information is available, as well as the
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summary material, the summary spread sheet that gets attached
to the Policy Board that lists all candidates.
This was available, as I mentioned  
Q. By "this" you mean Exhibit 9?
A. Exhibit 9 was available to all the me bers of the
Admissions Committee toward the end of the December  eeting
and was available throughout the balance of the deliberation
period.
In addition to that, her personnel files were
available to any member of the Admissions Committee that
wanted to review them.
They were kept in New York, in a locked file with
access only to members of the Admissions Committee and the
executive secretary to the Secretary of the firm.
And the full long and short form responses
themselves were also available in New York in those files to
any member of the  dmissions Committee who wanted to go back
and look through it.
Q. Do you know whether any member of the Admissions
Com ittee -- well, let me ask first, I take it, this was true
for all candidates?
A. For all candidates.
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Q. Do you know whether any member of the Admissions
Committee went through Ms. Hopkins' file in New York and
examined them?
A. I do not recall.
Q. Do you recall whether any member of the Admissions
Committee went to the originals of the long and short forms in
New York and examined them?
A. I do not remember specifically with respect to  nn
Hopkins. I know that  e do go back to the personnel files and
we do go back to the individual long and short form reports on
a number of candidates, but whether we did specifically in
this instance, I do not remember.
Q. At the December meeting in 1982, was Ann Hopkins
candidacy discussed?
A. I believe it was, yes.
Q. Do you recall who would have led the discussion?
. Roger Marcellin would have.
Q. Do you recall what he said about her?
A. I recall his reviewing material, but I do not
recall specific things that he said about her per se.
Q. Do you recall anybody's co ments on her?
A. Well, when you say "anyone's com ents," we all
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discussed and talked about each of the candidates, so what
specific members said about each of the candidates, I do not
know that I can remember exactly what anyone would have said
about any specific candidate per se.
Q. Up to the point where you prepared   or the
Admissions Committee prepared its report to the Policy Board,
that is February of 1983 -- I think at that time you would
ha e had three sets of meetings with the Admissions Com ittee.
Is that right? December, January and February?
. That is right.
Q. Do you recall during any of those meetings any
specific comments about Ann Hopkins?
A. When you say "specific," what exactly do you mean?
Q. I mean do you recall anybody having said anything
about her?
A. Well, I remember -- everybody said a great deal
about her in discussing her. I mean, I discussed the fact, for
example -- I commented on my discussions with  im Coffey, Tom
Blythe, Fridley and so forth as Marcellin discussed his
comments and his   or reviewed his discuss ons  ith the
partners down in the office of OGS as well as his review of
her personnel files.
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But, I mean, are you looking for quotes or are you
looking  
Q. No, I am not looking for quotes. My understanding
is that the partner who conducted the office visit, in a
sense, acted as a reporter: "This is what partners had to say
about so and so." Am I wrong?
A. That is absolutely true.
Q. And I understan  that either Mr. Marcellin or you
probably would have said, "This is what OGS partners say?
A. Oh, yes, he reviewed   essentially, he commented
on what was included in her personnel files. Now, if you want
me to generally summarize the type of things that were
discussed, I would be delighted to do that.
MR. SCHRADER: I would caution the witness,
however, only if you recall the meeting and discussion as
opposed to speculating as to what was said based upon having
reviewed these documents and I draw the distinction there.
THE WITNESS: The distinction. All right. I will
look at it from the perspective of how we discussed   as best
I can recall   Ann Hopkins.
MR. HURON: Okay.
THE  ITNESS: She was discussed in the context of
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being extremely capable, hard working, dedicated individual.
She worked very hard and put in a great many hours.
She was described as being a very aggressive and
tough task master. She was described as driving her staff
very very hard.
She was also described as being somewhat
overbearing, almost to the point of being unpleasant, that a
number of staff -- she was described, particularly in
St. Louis, at least the comments  ere made that while she
worked on that Farmers Home Administration proposal and it was
a tough job and a voluminous proposal, it was done and she
really was instrumental in getting the proposal completed.
But she managed by crisis   it was a crisis
management type situation that she had a tendency to send the
staff out without necessarily giving the detailed instructions
as to how things should be done and quick to criticize if it
did nt come back the way she would have done it or would have
liked to have had it done. This was Fridley. Fridley
particularly mentioned that as I recall.
There were questions about her -- the way she
managed jobs from the point of view that it was alleged in one
instance with respect to a staff member that in order to stay
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ithin the budget while the staff member was working in excess
of eight hours day, she was instructed to charge only eight
hours a day to the engagement.
This was objected to the partner from the office.
That staff member had come together with the partner who
apparently had reviewed that job, which was Fridley, when he
made a review of jobs at OGS, quality control review at the
the Office of Government Services  
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Now, focussing on that for a minute  
MR. SCHRADER: Was your answer complete?
THE WITNESS: No, you asked me to  
MR. HURON: Okay, go ahead.
THE  ITNESS:   the type things that were
discussed.  ell, I reme ber these things being discussed
because they are points that I specifically talked to Fridley
about. We talked about it at the Admissions Committee level.
I have also thought about copies ha ing first  
it was evident that she should be held, but then when I was
out and interviewed him, he was very complimentary in the  ay
she had really worked so hard to get that propos l completed,
that he was changing his original recommendation from "hold"
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to   he was in favor of her being admitted.
In general, I guess, we talked about it at some
length just simply because of the number of responses she had
and the number of negative comments that were included in the
responses, both those who said she, "No, she should not be
admitted," as well as those who said they did not have
information to make a decision whether she should or should
not be admitted.
A great number of those partners had negative
comments with respect to Ms. Hopkins. So, we discussed all
that.
I mean those are the things I know we discussed.
We discussed them in some depth.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. When you are talking about the negative co ments,
say, from people having sufficient information  
A. Insufficient information to make a decision in
their judgment as to whether she should be admitted or not
a mitted or held or whatever the case may be.
Q. Those are on short forms. Is that right?
A. Yes, they would be short forms. They were short
forms. I mean, someone who did not have enough information to
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make a decision as to whether she should be admitted or not,
would not have enough information to complete a long form.
Q. From your committee's point of view are comments
that -- which are more important, the comments on the long
form or comments coming in on short forms?
A. It depends on the type of comments. But for the
most part the comments on the long forms should bear more
weight mainly from the point of view that they are partners
who know the candidates best.
They are the ones who have worked with them, dealt
with them on an extended basis and were involved with them to
a greater extent than the short form commenters.
Q. Looking at the long form comments on  nn Hopkins,
she got "yeses" from Mr. Beyer, Mr. Krul ich and Eplebaum. Is
that right? Do you know or can you check?
A. (The witness perusing document.)
Beyer said, "Yes." Krulwich said, "Yes." And
Eplebaum said, "Yes."
Q. You said that Coffey moved into the "yes" category
from his original "hold"?
A.  hat is correct.
Q. That leaves Warder and Statland. Right?
Diversified R jiortiiuj Services, Inc.


























A. That is right.
Q. Warder is a "hold" and Statland is a "no"?
A.  hat is right. Now, do you want me to comment or
do you want  
Q. Go ahead.
A. For example, in Eplebaum's comments, he said,
"Yes," and he -- when you look at the summation of forms that
the   the summations are generally put together with the
summaries.  he comments are done such that the favorable or
general comments are generally from the left-hand margin,
totally out to the left-hand margin.
The indented section deals mainly   where someone
has questions raised about a partner candidate's candidacy or
has a negative co ment to ma e.
So, while Eplebaum, for example, said, "Yes," he
did make an observation, for example, "At times, however, she
can be abrasive, unduly harsh, difficult to work with and as a
result, causes significant turmoil."
In the discussion that Marcellin had with
Eplebaum, he made an observation and, again, I am not just
falling on the negatives, but you were talking about his
having said, "Yes."
Diversified Hcpnrtinq Services, Inc.


























He said, "I am certain she could not work  ith
everyone. Ann wants to win. I do not know where she would
draw the line. I do not enjoy working with her and I avoid
her socially."
Now that is an observation that he made, but,
again, that -- he still came down "yes" as far as her
candidacy is concerned and it  as, I am sure, based on our
discussions and Marcellin's review of her candidacy with
Eplebau  had a great deal to do with her m ny superior
qualities as he indicates she had.
"She is intelligent, articulate, self-confident,
innovative." And she had a lot of strengths. And that is  
h e weighed the strengths and weaknesses and it is his
judgment, I gather, from the fact that he came out "yes" that,
in his judgment, her strengths were enough to overcome what he
perceived her  eaknesses to be.
And each partner looks at th  candidates from his
own evaluation of forms his o n judgments based on his
perspective and evaluation of the candidate.
Q. How important is Statland's "no" to the committee?
A. Statland's "no" in this instance, I think, was put
in the context of any other "no."  orm is a very tough
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evaluator, from a technical point of view, of MCS candidates.
In this particular instance, he did not really
come down extremely hard on Ms. Hopkins, as I recall, from a
technical point of view. In fact, he just commented more
about the fact that the staff -- well, I will quote, "The
staff does not like working for her. Her judgment is not
always good. She will bend to client demands too easily."
So, I, in this particular instance, put a little
more importance on Norm's co ments than I  ould have if he had
said, for example, that she should not be admitted because she
is technically very very weak.
Because Norm has a very high standard that he sets
for all MCS candidates. And in setting a standard as high as
he does, he expects very very much from them from a technical
point of view and I look at it as a plus that he does not
really -- really does not say, perhaps, as negative comments
as he does on other candidates from a technical point of view,
although he does make an observation, "Little substance and
potentially dangerous."
But he does not say she is technical incompetent
or he does not really zing her from a technical point of view.
Q. Did anybody ask him what he meant by "potentially
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A. I cannot remember whether Marcellin did or not to
be perfectly candid.
Q. It has a sort of sinister ring to it, does it not,
"potentially dangerous"?
. It does.
Q. Did you take it that  ay? Did the committee take
it that way?
. I do not know that we took it that  ay from the
point of view that we have been reading Norm's com ents on
candidates for a number of years.
Consequently, you take  orm's comments   when you
see a statement such as that   without as much weight as you
would if it were another partner, only from the point view  
he   as I say, he is a very tough taskmaster and his
perception of what could be potentially dangerous is quite
different than what you would normally expect the phrase to
mean.
Q. The fact is, Mr. Statland just voted "yes" on one
candidate that year, o t of the about 12 or 15 he evaluated.
Is that right?
A. I do not know. I would have to go back and look.
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Q. Do you remember Mr. Kikkert who was up that year?
A. I remember him, yes.
MR. HURON: I would like to have this marked as
Exhibit No. 14.
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit No. 14
was marked for identification.)
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Do you remember the comment that Mr. Statland made
about Mr. Kikkert?
A. Now that I read it, I remember it, I guess. I
would not have remembered it without having refreshed my
memory to be quite candid.
Q. Do you have any idea what he means by "firm's
pretty boy candidates"?
A. Well, I will put it this way, no, I have to
confess I do not know what he means when he says   uses the
words "pretty boy candidates" as such.
Q.  ell, you say, "as such," are you qualifying it?
A. Well, I can speculate on what he means and I am
sure I did speculate on what he means, but I   for me to say
that  
Q. Well, what  
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. Well, no, at this point for me to make an
observation, "This is  hat he meant," I do not  no   
Q. I do not want you to do that. I want you to tell
me what you thought he meant at the time.
. Well, I do not recall what I thought he meant at
the time. I would have to tell you what I think he would mean
now.
Q. Okay.
THE  ITNESS: Is that a question I should be
answering?
MR. SCHRADER: Sure. What do you think that term
means as Norm Statland implies it?
THE WITNESS: Well, this would be one that would
be, I guess, sort of a Jack Armstrong, All American Boy type.
Good looking, young, EDP, MSC candidate, partner that maybe is
more, let's say, a a generalist consultant than a large scale
design and implementation EDP man.
That is the context in  hich I think  orm  ould
have said that. He is talking more about an EDP generalist
ho is a consultant and would wor  well in a small office
dealing with clients with limited EDP requirements rather
than, let's say, a big, large scale installation where you
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would have a data base design and an implementation system
that would take  onths and would be a real complex EDP
engagement, which requires significantly different technical
expertise and I think that is the context in which Norm would
make a statement such as that.
BY MR. HURO :
Q. Do you think he means all that by "pretty boy"?
MR. SCHRADER: Don't answer the question.
THE WIT ESS: I mean, you as ed me how  ould I and
I told you exactly what I thought the context was in which
Norm would make that statement knowing Norm. I had ans ered
it as best I can.
MR. SCHRADER: You do not have to answer. He is
arguing with you.
MR. HURON: Oh, I would not do that.
BY MR. HURO :
Q. You had mentioned that Mr. Fridley had made an
allegation about   concerning Ann Hopkins charging  
improperly charging hours at one point on a project.
A. I did not -- no, I said that Fridley explained to
me that he understand that Ann Hopkins had told a staff
consultant not to charge the hours that she worked on the
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engagement and that the staff consultant worked 12 - 14 hours
a day,  hatever it was, and was told only to charge 8.
Exception was taken to it by a partner in our
Houston office and subsequently, I understand, some 500 hours
were charged to the engagement and there is a memo in there,
Paul Goodstat's discussion with Krulwich about it.
Q. That is what I wanted to come to next. Paul
Goodstat, in talking with Mr. Krulwich about it   I take it,
that conversation from the Admissions Co mittee's point of
view, put that particular matter to rest?
A. As best you can put a matter such as that to rest,
yes.
Q. It does not arise later on in your discussions or
your comments on it. Right?
A. No.
Q. During the -- your discussions, your committee's
discussions with Ann Hopkins, which I guess took place, again,
on three separate occasions. Is that true?
A. That is true.
Q.. Was it, as best you can remember, pretty much of a
consensus from the start what the committee's recommendation
should be on her?
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A. No. In fact, she was considered to be a "horn
locker."
Q. How is that?
A. We had a very difficult time getting the co  ittee
to a consensus.  e sometimes categorized the candidate as
being a "horn locker" candidate when you cannot come to an
agreement.
Q. What were the dimensions of that dispute?
A. They were really whether she should be turned down
totally or she should be held.
Q. Who was in favor, initially, of turning her down?
A. I can look back through my notes.
Q. That is fine.
MR. SCHRADER: Do you have any recollection before
you review   do you want to explore that?
THE WI NESS: There are several that I remember
that initially, at least as I recall -- Jordon, for one, I
recall was negative. I think Roger Marcellin was. I believe
Bob Jahrlind was.
As I recall, it was a question by a couple members
of the committee -- a question mark. They  ere not sure
whether -- they did not want to say "hold" and they did
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not want to say "no." They just put a question mark there.
I remember  yself with a "hold" and there was
another one or so that was a question mark/"no," they were not
sure that they were leaning toward "no." If you want me to
look, I will.
MR. HURON: Yes.
MR. SCHRADER: Let the record reflect that
Mr. Ziegler is reviewing a document   why don't you explain.
THE WIT ESS: This is really the sum ary of the
1983 partner candidates listing in -- by discipline and by
area and it sets forth all the information that was included
in the document that was given to the Policy Board as Exhibit
5 together with added information that su marizes the various
dmissions Committee members' indications, so to speak, as we
took readings as to the individual candidates, whether they
should be admitted or recommended for admission, whether they
should be recommended to be held or whether they should be
recommended not to be held or admitted.
On Ann Hopkins, Raleigh was a question mark to
start with. Goodstat was a question mark to start with.
Jahrlind -- I take that back -- was a question mark to start
with. , 1
Diversified Reporting Services, Inc,




























Jordan was a "no," initially. John Lane was a
"no," initially. Roger Marcellin, I said I thought he was a
"no." He was a question mark with a possible "no," leaning
toward "no."
Maynard was a "hold." Don Tarantino was a
question mark leaning toward a "no." And I was a "hold," on
the first pass through.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. The first pass through would have been December?
A. That would have been in December, as I recall.
Q. The next pass through would have been in February?
A. Yes, and I am not sure at this point when each of
the individuals changed, but eventually Raleigh went from a
question mark to a "hold." Goodstat went from a question mark
to being somewhere between a "hold" and a "no," and then he
eventually became a "hold."
Jahrlind changed to a "hold" sometime during the
process. Lane changed to a "hold" -- or Jordan changed to a
"hold" toward the end of the process, obviously, because it
went right down to the wire.
John Lane changed to "hold" eventually. Marcellin
changed to "hold" eventually. Maynard stayed at
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"hold" throughout the entire deliberations.
Tarantino went from a question mark;/"no" to a
"no," and then eventually to a "hold." And I was a "hold
throughout the entire discussion process.
MR. HURON: Let me say for the record that the
document that we have for 1983, I think you mentioned, was
different than this one and as I recall, there are   these
evaluations show up a little bit differently, are recorded
slightly differently. So, we would like to get a copy of
this.
MR. SCHRADER: We will give you a copy of this.
BY MR. HURON:
Q.  hat is  
A. "HL" meant that she was a "horn locker." That is
what I mentioned, that we had difficulty coming up with.
Q. On that page there are seven "horn lockers" I
guess?
A. Yes, there were a number of them.
Q. How many are there all together? I guess  e can
get a count.
MR. SCHRADER: Why don't you, when you review it,
do a count and then just  
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MR. SCHRADER: I am not sure it is worth  
THE WIT ESS: I might make one observation.
Throughout the entire process there there  as one "yes" as I
mentioned from the point of view   she was a "horn locker"  
as to whether it was a "no" or a "hold." We finally came down
"hold."
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Why did you finally come down "hold"?
A. Because, quite frankly, with the profile she has,
the number of responses, the number of negatives, the fact
there are only 14 out of 32, I guess, who responded who were
in favor or her admission -- and there are 8 out of 32 who
responded who were against her admission, together  ith her
having the poorest profile from a quartile ranking point of
view of any candidate on the overall and the fact that even
the 8 who did not know her well enough to comment on whether
she should be admitted or not -- there were enough negative
comments there that showed -- reinforced the pervasive other
negative comments with respect to dealings with staff, overall
mannerisms, her abrasiveness, her lack of leadership, et
cetera.
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If she had been an audit candidate, we  ould not
have even put her on "hold.  But it was recognized, as far as
the Admissions Committee was concerned, that she had made  
she had a lot of talent and that was reinforced by the
partners comments as to her technical ability, her hard work,
her contribution to the proposal effort in St. Louis, the work
that she had performed with respect to the State Department
job and the effort that she put in, along with a lot of other
people, in the proposal for that job, that she had a lot of
talent.
And she was an extremely ambitious and capable
individual and we were hoping by putting her on "hold" and
with proper counselling that the deficiencies and lack of
support that was evident as far as the MCS partners who
commented on her that there would be a way perhaps that  
through counselling -- that she could strengthen her profile
and overcome what was perceived to be some pretty serious
weaknesses.
That is why we recommended "hold." She had a lot
to offer. At least it seemed to us that she had made a
contribution and she had a lot to offer to the firm and we
were hoping that with proper counselling she would be able to
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become a viable candidate.
And that is how  e came down "hold" and it was not
easy getting there.
Q. Looking at Exhibit 8, just confirming -- Ann
Hopkins shows up on that portion of the 1983 Admissions
Committee report as a "hold" for MAS.
A. That is right.
Q. With no stated recommendation that it be a
two-year "hold"?
A.  hat is right.
Q. This has been marked previously as Exhibit 13.
That is a copy of the reason that you gave to the Policy
Board for your recommendation. Is that right?
A. That is right.
Q. The only thing negative stated in that
recommendation has to do with interpersonal characteristics?











negatives with respect to Ann Hopkins
you have already testified in general --
deal
I am
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just sununarizing   deal with interpersonal skills?
A. Yes.
Q. Do you kno  whether it 1983 there was any partner
candi ate who had as many chargeable hours as Ann Hopkins did?
A. I did not go back to look. I do not whether they
did or not.
Q. Do you know whether there was any candidate who
participated in bringing in as much business to the firm as
she did?
A. When you say "participated," you mean in 1983?
Q. I mean in the last couple of years.
A. Well, how many $25 million do you get? I do not
know what other the partner candidates might have worked o n
the State Department proposal.
But she was one of a myriad of partners, managers
and staff who worked on that proposal effort. So, there could
be other candidates who participated in that proposal, so I
would say she might not be the only one.
Q. Is it not true that every partner of Price
Waterhouse who knew anything about the State Department
project conceded that she was the key person responsible for
it?
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A. I do not know that that is a fact.
Q. Do you kno  anyone who says otherwise?
. She was very instrumental in it, but I do not know
that  
Q. I am not saying that she was solely responsible,
but I am just trying to find out whether anyone else had the
same degree of responsible  
A. I do not know. I really do not kno  whether
anyone else had as much   was as instrumental as she was. I
do not know whether she was the most instrumental ingredient
to our landing that or not.
I know that she was very important to the
proposal, but  hether she was the most important factor, I do
not know that.
Q. Can you look at the office report, which is No.
12, I think. You were referring earlier to Mr. Eplebaum's
comments and you were pointing out some things about his
comments.
A. He had some very favorable comments, yes.
Q. What I am trying to get at is that there was no
disagreement was there within the firm about that particular
aspect, that she was -- I will not say solely responsible  
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but she was very responsible  
A. She was very important  
Q. For the State Department job?
. Oh, yes. There is no doubt that she was very
important to the success of that job. She was very i portant
to the success of the proposal in St. Louis with the Farmers
Home Administration. We knew that.
That was one of the reasons we thought and
believed she should be held and given the opportunity
de onstrate that she had the qualities that we felt a partner
of the firm should have.
Q. Do you recall whether in 1983 there was any other
partner candidate who could be assigned the same relative
degree of responsibility for roughly the same volume of
business? We are tal ing in the range of $25 million range.
A. I already answered that. I said how many people
are there who are instrumental in $25 million or $30 million
engagements? There aren't that many that come along.
Q. So, you are not aware of any others?
A. I am not aware of anybody, no.
Q. Looking back at the time that you have been
Chairman of the Admissions Committee, 1982, 1983, 1984, those
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three years, are there candidates that you can recall that you
think are comparable to Ann Hopkins in terms of the way they
were presented, their profile, if you will, and who you  ould
say today -- well, for example, "Joe Smith" was comparable to
Ann Hopkins and this is what the Admissions Committee
recommended, this is what the Policy Board recommended or were
i
all candidates so  
A. Each candidate has his own or her own profile,
her own strong points, her own  eaknesses. We all have
weaknesses and we all have strengths.
In evaluating each of the candidates, we looked at
their strengths, weaknesses, how they are perceived by their
partners, how they are perceived by their peers, what their
record has been since they have been with the firm, what is
included in their personnel reports and how the partners
support them.
I mean, there are so many different variables that
go into the evaluation of each individual candidate, that you
cannot say that any candidate is comparable to another
candidate as such.
I do not think that I can ever say there are ever
any two candidates that are like two peas in the pod.
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Q. Let's not even say  t o peas in a pod." Let's
just say "two vegetables out of the same garden." And if that
makes you uncomfortable, say so. I am just trying to find out
whether you think there is anybody that you would say about,
"Well, so and so was roughly in the same situation as Ann
Hopkins."
A. I would be hard pressed to make a comparison such
as that.
Q. Did your committee consider , at all, the
possibility that some of the comments received on Ann Hopkins
might reflect a bias against women, in some sense, by the
partners making the comments?
That is, the comments might not have been made at
all if the candidate had been a man or might not have been
made with the same degree of fervor?
A. No.
Q. You did not consider that possibility?
. No. We loo ed at all the candidate for partner
and the comments were made in the context of the individual
candidate -- how he  ould be perceived as a partner in the
firm without regard to sex.
Q. No, I am not saying --
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A. I am just saying that I do not think that any of
our thoughts went to the reasons these com ents were made were
because so and so was of this religion or this race or of this
gender.
MR. HURON: I am not going to have this marked. We
just got it yesterday.  hat it is   appears to be minutes or
notes taken at the Policy Board meetings concerning
partnership for 1981, 1982, 1983 and 1984 as well as some
other documents.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. It is a copy you may want to be referring to while
I ask some questions about some of this now and a little
later, but you can tell  e, first, Mr. Ziegler, who would have
been responsible for preparing these notes?
. Well, I presume that it would have been the
Secretary of the firm, but I do not know.
Q. There is a Secretary of the firm who attends the
Policy Board  eetings?
A. Yes.
Q. It seems to be the same handwriting throughout.
A. It is. I would presume it would be Lee Mertson.
Q. I am sorry? Lee?
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A. Lee Mertson, the Secretary of the firm.
Q. Is that Mr. Connor's personal secretary or is that
a separate position?
A. No, it is the Secretary of the firm. She is the
firm's secretary.
Q. Is this the same person who does the long and
short form summaries?
A.  o.
Q. That is somebody else?
A. That is the executive secretary that works for the
Secretary of the firm, Isabel Nolan.
MR. SCHRADER: Can we break now for lunch.
MR. HURO : Oh, sure. I am sorry. Off the
record.
(A luncheon recess was taken.)
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MR. HURON: On the record.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. One of the things you said earlier when we were
talking in general terms about the partnership proposal
process was that one of the factors that you looked at,
particularly the office visit, was the actual degree of
support within an office for a candidate, because you said
what is written on paper may not be the same thing as what
somebody actually tells you face to face.
I am wondering what you recall the degree of
support that Ann Hopkins had from OGS?
MR. SCHRADER: The degree as opposed to depth or
do you mean include both?
MR. HURON: Both.
THE WITNESS: I guess, looking at a couple of the
Exhibits that you have marked here. Exhibit 12, which is the
note of the   the memorandum prepared by Roger Marcellin as a
result of his review of the files in discussion  ith the
partners in OGS, together with the -- I guess it is Exhibit
o. 11, which are the partners comments from the canvass   on
alance the partners in OGS that knew her well, which would be
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for whom she  orked, were supportive of her
although they did acknowledge that she had a number
which she had weaknesses.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. As a general proposition, that is true for
ractically any candidate. Is that not right?
. Everybody has weaknesses and everybody has
strengths. It is a matter of balancing the weaknesses and the
strengths and taking into consideration the types of
eaknesses that are articulated.
Q. Do you recall how important Ben Warder's
assessment of Ann Hopkins was during this process?
A. I will have to refresh my memory as to what he
said. He indicated she should be "held" from the notes here
and he indicated that she had  ade a major contribution and
she had some rough spots which, in his judgment, needed to be
corrected. He suggested that she be held.
That  as just additional information that was
taken into consideration along with all the other comments
where partners had indicated that she should be hel  or had
similar comments with respect to interpersonal skills,
weaknesses where she needed to improve herself and to acquire
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a leadership and more understanding approach in dealing with
the staff, as well as in dealing with her peers and partners
of the firm.
Q. Did anybody to your knowledge from the Admissions
Committee talk to Ben  arder and ask him what he meant by
"rough spots"?
A. I  ould have thought that Marcellin talked to him
when he was down there. I would have to look and see.
Q. There is no indication in that report that he did
and that is why I was curious about it.
A. If he did not talk to  arder when he was down
there, then I really would not know if he did talk to him
later on or not.
Again, in a situation such as this, where there
are so many comments all with the same   or a similar theme
running through them -- to go back to individual partners to
confirm that essentially there is a problem that is similar to
what a number of the other partners have articulated as being
problem and who have had discussions with  embers of the
d issions Co mittee   would not necessarily be something
that would be done, I would not think.
This is just another confirmation that there are.
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indeed, some weaknesses in her interpersonal skills or
personal characteristics that needed to be improved upon.
Q. Do you recall specifically Paul Goodstat's
assessment of Ann Hopkins during your Admissions Co mittee
meetings? I ask that because you said Mr. Goodstat was
important, particularly where MCS candidates were involved.
A. I cannot remember specifically. I do know that he
had a great regard for her ability and intellect as did most
of the MCS partners who commented upon her.
As I mentioned, he was originally a question mark
in his assessment to her candidacy and eventually he became a
"hold."
But I do not remember all the specifics that he
discussed on Ann Hopkins to be perfectly candid with you.
Q. You also testified earlier that the area practice
partners are notified after a decision goes that a candidate
has been  laced on "hold" or "no," they are free to call you
if they have any questions about it.
A. Sure.
Q. Did Tom Beyer ever call you?
A. I do not remember if he did. But that  as years
ago. I do get calls from different partners, but I do not
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remember whether I talked to them or not.
Q. During the process  hen you were considering  
when the Policy Board was considering moving Mr. Lum from a
"hold" to a "yes," do you know if there was any contact with
Tom Beyer or anybody else at OGS about that?
A. I do not remember any, not during the Policy Board
deliberations, I do not recall any. If there is anything in
those minutes   but I do not remember.
Q. If there  as anything in those minutes, I am not
aware of anything.
. I just do not recall.
Q. I would like to turn to the minutes of the Policy
Board meeting.
MR. HURON: For the record, these are handwritten
notes that Plaintiff first received a copy of yesterday, that
is February 28th, 1985 . For that reason, because we have not
had a chance to condense them in any fashion, and they are
quite bulky, we are not going to have this marked as an
Exhibit, but I will be referring to some of the entries.
If we could establish, again for the record, who
was it that actually took these notes.
MR. SULLIVAN: The notes were prepared by Lee
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Mertson, M-e-r-t-s-o-n, and it is L-e-e. She is the Secretary
of the firm.
MR. HURON: She regularly attends Policy Board
meetings?
THE WITNESS: Yes.
MR. SULLIVAN: I do not know. Mr. Ziegler can
answer.
THE WITNESS: Yes.
BY MR. HURO :
Q.  hese minutes are paginated beginning with Page
5093. The point at which the Policy Board considered Ann
Hopkins is Page 5133. Would you turn to that page, please,
Mr. Ziegler.
This would have been in connection with a Policy
Board meeting on February 22nd and 23rd, 1983.
(The witness conferring with counsel.)
MR. HURON: For the record, I am going to read the
entry in, since it is not going to be attached. It says:
"A. B. Hopkins was discussed by DRZ. JRJ observed
that she had done a good job on a proposal. However, even
with a lot of talent, she still needs some grace. PBG "
MR. SCHRADER: I think it is "social" as opposed
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MR. HURON: Oh, "She needs social grace. PEG
stated that he would counsel her and he intends to get her
involved on a number of projects. JEC said he  ould speak to
her as well as PEG. Board concluded to hold."
BY MR. HURON:
Q. I would like to ask first, Mr. Ziegler, I assume
"DRZ," first of all is you?
A. That is right.
Q. Who is "JRJ"?
A. John Jordon.
Q. Who is another member of the  
A.  he Admissions Committee in that year. It may
well be that Roger Marcellin was not there that day otherwise,
he would have reported on the OGS candidates.
Q. I was wondering about that.
A. So, if he was not there, I would have as Chairman
of the Committee. I do not think all of the  inutes are here.
Q. "PEG" is Mr. Goodstat?
A. Yes, that is Goodstat.
Q. And "JEC" is Mr. Connor?
A. That is right.
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Q. You said that you do not believe that all the
minutes are here?
A. Well, no, I meant from the point of view   this
deals  ith the Admissions Committee   but I do not know that
it indicates here whether Marcellin -- that is all I meant,
whether the minutes here indicate whether Marcellin was or was
not present.
Q. I see.
. I assume he probably was not other otherwise he
would have been the one to report on Ann Hopkins.
MR. SCHRADER: Let me ask, have you seen these
minutes before?
HE WITNESS: This is the first I have seen them.
MR. SCHRADER: Do you  
THE WIT ESS: We never see her notes.
MR. SCHRADER: Do you review the minutes in any
way?
THE WIT ESS: Oh, we get the minutes as they are
typed up, but these are her notes from which the minutes were
prepared so, we can go back and look at the minutes and see --
Marcellin must not have been there or else he would have
reported on Ann Hopkins.
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Q. Are the minutes that are typed up, do those go
into as much detail as this?
A. No.
MR. SULLIVAN: May we go off the record a moment?
MR. HURON: Off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
MR. HURON: On the record.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Mr. Ziegler, do you know whether, in fact, after
Ann Hopkins was placed on "hold" that Mr. Goodstat counselled
her?
A. I assume he did, but I do not know that he did.
Q. Do you know whether he got her involved in a
number of projects?
A. Again, no, I did not follow up as to what
happened. We would have known the next year depending on  
had we gone through the admissions process again, but I did
not go back to check.
Q. Speaking of the next year, do you -- were you at
all involved in the question of whether Ann Hopkins  ould be
proposed for the 1984 cycle?
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Q. When did you first learn that she was not going to
be proposed?
.  hen she was not on the list of candidates.
Q. You had not heard about it before then?
A. No.
Q. Had you talked to anybody before then about her
candidacy?
A.  o.
Q. But you did say earlier that it was the
committee's hope that with counselling she would be a viable
candidate the next year?
A.  hat is right. Otherwise we would have said "no."
Q. Do you know any of the women partners who are now
in Price Waterhouse?
A. Yes.
Q. Which ones do you know?
A. I met a number of them, just about all of them.
Q. Linda Heller, for example?
A. Yes. In fact, I chatted with her when I was in
Seattle this past month.
Q. What is she like?
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A. I do not know whether that is relevant.
MR. SCHR DER: I do not know what it means.
THE WITNESS: I do not know what you mean when you
say "what is she like."
MR. SCHRADER: I mean, I have an objection. The
question is vague and  
BY MR. HURO :
Q.  hat is her personality like?
A. I do not know.
MR. SCHRADER: If you do not have an understanding
of the question  
THE WITNESS: I am not quite sure what you want me
to say or  
MR. HURON: I want you to give me your best
assessment.
THE  ITNESS: Well, I do not know her from a
professional point of view very well. I have only chatted with
her on a number of occasions and I find her to be articulate
and a pleasant person with whom to speak.
BY MR. HURO :
Q. Who, of the women partners, do you kno  best?
A. Probably Mary Ann Burge.
Diversified Departing Services, Inc.


























Q. She was  
A. She  as our first lady partner. She is an
international tax specialist. I have  orked with her on a
number of occasions.
She is an extremely capable person, very good tax
professional, well respected, a credit to Price Waterhouse and
a fine individual.
Q. Is she in the New York office?
A. In the Ne  York practice office, yes. She used to
be in the national office in  ew York.
Q. Do you know any of the other women partners as
well as her?
A. No.
Q. I want to ask you a couple of questions about
women who were considered for partnership but did not make it.
First, in 1981, Christine Millen.
MR. HURO : I would like to have this marked as
Exhibit No. 15.
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit  o. 15
was marked for identification.)
BY MR. HURON:
Q. 1981 was the year before you became Chairman of
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Q. But you were a member?
A. That is right.
Q. Do you recall any other instance in which, in your
experience, the  dmissions Committee said, "We are going to
say 'no' about someone, but at the same time strongly
encourage that this person be kept on with the firm"?
A. A couple of years ago.
MR. SCHRADER: When you say "other instance"  
MR. HURON: Besides Christine Millen.
MR. SCHRADER: I did not know that we had
established that was what happened. Is that in the memo
itself?
THE WITNESS: " ow and in the future," so that
would imply a strong effort to retain.
MR. HURON: Right.
THE WITNESS: A couple of years ago the Admissions
Committee made a recommendation to the Policy Board and it is
something that I still personally believe, that there is a
place within this firm for qualified people who may not
possess all the attributes that we look for in our partner
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candidates and I have been encouraging the Policy Board to
look into the possibility of establishing almost a peer type
position that would be almost -- would have a number of the
recognitions that you would get in being a partner, yet not be
a partner within the firm.
This would be simply to, one, retain these
valuable resources, insofar as the firm is concerned, because
these people do make significant contribution to the firm and
at the same time give them the recognition both from a
prestige point of view as well as from a compensation point of
view deserving of the contribution they make.
So, as an overall answer to your question, I am
certainly in favor of it. And I made the recom endation and I
still strongly believe in it.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. As to an individual, are you aware of any other
instance in which the Admissions Committee has said, in making
its report to the Policy Board, "We are going to say 'no,' we
are recom ending 'no' on this particular candidate, but  e
think an effort should be made to retina the candidate in the
firm"?
A. I do not know that this says that that way, but it
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Q. It comes close to saying that, does it not?
A. Yes, it does. I do not re ember specifically any
other instances, but I know there  ere some situations where I
would have encouraged that.
Q. If you can remember, why wasn't she, Christine
Millen, suitable for partnership in the Admissions Com ittee's
view and the Policy Board's view back in 1981? I realize that
was your first year.
A. Well, I am thinking back. One of the -- the
biggest   or the thing I remember most is that while she was
good at what she did, she did not have the breadth of
consulting capabilities that were perceived to be necessary to
be an effective and productive contribution at the partner
level.
I mean, she was limited in what she could do from
an EDP consulting area. What she did do, she did well. But
she lacked the breadth of capacity and experience to do a
great deal more than the implementation type work that she did
do. That is as best I can remember.
Q. Let's turn to Diana Wilson. This is the
recommendation that the Admissions Committee wrote on Diana
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MR. HURON: Let's mark this for identification as
Exhibit No. 16.
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit No. 16
was marked for identification.)
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Do you know who authored that particular
recommendation? I mean, I ask, because before you remember
that you had written a particular one.
A. I do not re ember. I  ould have to go back and
SS0  
Q. This memo states, among other things that, "She.'J-
she being Diana  ilson, "has been perceived by a numbe  crir
partners to rank very low in grace and personal
characteristics. The issue of mobility was also raised and it
was suggested that she would not be personally effective in
many geographical areas in which the firm practices."
hat does that mean?
MR. SCHRADER: What do you think it  eans?
THE WIT ESS : She was, again , fro  my
recollection, she seemed to get along well in the area in
which she operated in the country dealing with people in the
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oil industry, petroleum industry, and it was pretty well
perceived that her mannerisms, the way she held herself, she
was somewhat coarse, abrupt.
She lacked, I guess, what you would say -- a
professional demeanor -- as far as what we would li e to see
in a Price Waterhouse partner.
e felt that she would not function well outside
of the area down, let's say, in the oil patch area so to
speak.
Q. Why would she not function  ell outside of that --
A. Because she was accepted down there because of
what she knew about the oil industry, the petroleum jobs she
worked on and so forth, but she lacked the presence, so to
speak, in dealing with clients and others that we liked to see
in our partners. Again, that was our perception.
Q. Was there something peculiar about the clientele
down in the Houston area? She got along fine with the clients
do n there. Right?
A. Well, when you say -- it is a different
environment. If you are a Texan, you grow up or you are
working in that environment, you do not   a Southerner does
not necessarily fit in the North. Somebody in Texas may not
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fit in the East.
It was a matter that she did command a respect or
gain the respect of a number of clients do n in the Houston
area, but there was a question as to whether she could
function outside of that environment.
Q. Looking at the second paragraph, it says, "It is
possible to be 'one of the boys' at the manager level and be
effective, but at the partner level a more professional style
is called for."
How was she "one of the boys" at the managejr T?veT
and why did that detract from her as a  
A. When you say "one of the boys"  
Q. No, I am not saying it.
A. Rough and tumble, beer drinking, two-fisted --
walk into a cocktail party  ith a drink in each hand or a
bottle of beer in each hand or a glass of beer in each hand or
something like that. For effect, yo  might say, but talk
coarse, a little rough, maybe even swear a bit and so forth.
And it does not matter whether it is Diana  ilson
or  hether it is "Joe Blo ." That use of the phrase "one of
the boys" would be used in the same context, but It is not
meant other than in that type of context.
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Q. Do yo  have partners now  ho are two-fisted types?
A. Two-fisted drinkers?
Q. Yes, the way you described it?
A. Let me put it this way, not nearly   if there are
any, there are not nearly as many as there were maybe 20 years
ago. The world has changed and the profession has changed and
I think there is a lot more emphasis being put on the way one
handles himself in a public forum or environment where you are
dealing with clients and others that is the perception of  hat
a Price Waterhouse  rofessional should be.
Q.  as she more -- further from that perception than
the other people in Houston with whom she worked?
A. I think so.
Q. You think she was?
A. Yes.
Q. This also says that "Appearance and personality
are i portant factors in the evaluation of partner
candidates."
That does not say it, but I am going to ask, was
there something about her appearance that was a problem?
A. Again, I just have to   I  ould have to go back
and really review the file to remember everything, because it
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is years back and I -- as I recall, she was not necessarily
the most immaculate dresser, but that -- in her overall
appearance and mannerisms, the way she dressed, talked, acted,
handled herself is, as I recall the discussions we had  
again, that is years ago and this is the best of my
recollection.
Q. Let's move on to Alexis Dow.
MR. HURON: I would like to have this marked as
Exhibit No. 17.
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit No. 17
was marked for identification.)
BY MR. HURON:
Q. This report of the  d issions Committee on Alexis
Dow says that, "terms such as curt, brusque and ov jHCy
aggressive are used frequently to describe problems sh fias
had with interpersonal relations. Do you recall anything
about what the basis of that particular comment was?
A. I would have to go back and re-read the file.  t
this point, I remember the discussion, but I do not remember
the specifics.
Q. Are there any male partners in this firm who are
brusque or curt?
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. I am sure there are some who have some of those
attributes.
Q. Does every  
A. Again, you have to put things in context. That
is only part of the overall process, the personal
characteristics, personal skills, personality.
Also, you have to take into cons id e  a, t i o nC ~~~
managerial skills, the added dimensions a candidate na& - he
technical capabilities, contributions that have been made, the
perceived contributions that will be made in the future or at
least a potential to be a contributor or builder in the
future.
There are so many other things that are considered
that these are part and parcel of the overall process, but not
necessarily all that is being considered in the evaluating of
candidates.
Q. What else is being considered for Alexis Dow
here? From my reading the memo --
A. Well, technical skills are not necessarily
outstanding, they are average . She is strong in client
service and she is extremely interested in practice
development.
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There are a number of partners that questioned her
ability to be a leader.
Q. What does that mean, to be a leader?
A.  hether she, in effect, takes the initiative, is
a developer of staff, one who is out at the front, the leading
edge of technological developments, coming up  ith new ideas.
I do not know whether she authored any articles or
C' ¦
she had done anything that separates her from her peers/  that
she demonstrated a leader -- that is why I  ould ha e to go j
back and take a look at all the things that were considered at
the time.
It is hard a year or so later to sit back and say
that these are all the things about   because we looked at a
lot of candidates this year. I looked at a lot last year, the
year before and sometimes it is hard to remember exactly all
the things that were considered with respect to a given
candidate. Some stick out more in your mind than others.
Q.  nn Hopkins is out on the leading edge. Right?
Or she was   of her particular practice?
A.  ell, again, in some areas, yes.
Q. I am talking about in terms of developing the
practice, servicing the clients.
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A. There is a difference. Ann Hopkins was not
really involved in a lot of outside activities. One of the
reasons she was not was that she worked 2400 - 2500 hours a
year.
She did not have time. I do not kno  that she  as
the one who led the initiative to get us an opport nity to
propose on this State Department job.
There is one thing of being a person  ho is a
project leader and putting together a proposal that ends up
being successful. That is somebody you give a job to do  ho
does it quite well.
There is another difference being the one who
creates the opportunities for you to develop and, in effect,
get the chance to get it back, to make the proposal. That is
extremely important and that is practice development.
Q. You do not know whether or not that was Ann
Hopkins' role?
. I do not kno   hether that was her role. I know
that she was  
Q. Let's assume that it was. Ho  im ortant would
that have been?
A. It would have been another thing that we would
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have considered along with everything else. But she was not
involved in community activities. She was not involved in
anything   any outside activities of any substance.
She had -- I think there were some comments in
what I just read that she was working so many hours she did
not have time to get involved in other things.
Q. Did anybody ask her about that do you know?
A. Ask her?
Q. fes .
A. We normally do not go interview the candidates.
Q. Does   what counts as outside activities?
A. A lot of things, being involved in the community
and professional organizations, being active in them. Being
active in -- well, particularly, I would think both the
community or, in effect, professional organizations writing  
authoring articles, as we mentioned previously, to give the
firm a visibility.
Being involved in just the church, for example.
Being a deacon of the church or whatever the case might be or
being active in the local community in  hich you live.
I mean there are all kinds of ways to be involved
in the community, just being the head of the United Fund or in
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the Chamber of Co merce. There are  any, many different
specific community or  
Q. Would it include things like youth activities?
A. Sure.
Q. Scouting, school?
A. Scouting would be one or even being involved in
the township, as a township supervisor, or on the school
board. There are a lot of different community activities you
can be invol ed in, just to name a few.
MR. SCHRADER: Could we take about five minutes.
MR. HURON: Sure. Fine. Off the recor .
(A brief recess was taken.)
MR. HURO : On the record.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Did you know Ann Hopkins personally before she was
proposed?
A. No.




Q. There was a woman who apparently was proposed in
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1981 for  hom there is scanty  ocumentation. Her name is Anne
Broome, from San Francisco. Do yo have any recollection of
hat might have happened to her? That is B-r-o-o-m-e, Anne,
with an "e."
A. I do not remember exactly.
Q. Do you have a general recollection of what
happened?
A. It probably was  ithdra n, but I do not remember.
I would only be guessing. I just cannot remember.
MR. SCHR DER: I think we sent over some
supplemental response today. Kathy was able to figure out
what had happened to people -- I think you are talking about
one for whom there is no disposition.
MR. HURON: Right.
MR. SCHRADER: I think she tracked all of them
down, okay?
MR. HURON: Fine.
MR. SCHR DER: I do not reme ber specifically on
this person, but Kathy, I think, told me she had been able to
track do n all the so to speak "proposed, but undisposed" if
you will.
THE WIT ESS: From time to time, people leave.
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Q. During the midst of the proposal process?
. Yes.
Q. Of the four women we have been discussing,  nn
Hopkins, Christine Millen, Diana Wilson and Alexis Dow, who
were at one point proposed and not admitted to partnership,
questions about interpersonal characteristics were raised
about three, Ms. Hopkins, Ms.  ilson and Ms. Dow.
My question is -- for both  nn Hopkins and Diana
Wilson, there was the similar terminology, "lacking in social
grace," or "needs improvement in social graces," that type of
thing.
What I am trying to figure out is how these women
were -- how have they been able to serve effectively as senior
managers at Price Waterhouse if they are so lacking in the
social graces and interpersonal skills?
MR. SCHRADER: Is that a question?
MR. HURON: Yes. I am trying to  nderstand this.
THE WIT ESS: What do you want me to say -- to
s eculate? I am not there in their offices. They have not
worked for me. All I can do is report what we considered at
the Admissions Committee level, the information we had
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For me to tell you how they functioned would only
be my speculation based on things I read.
We have managers in Philadelphia, who, over the
years, have had difficulty in   as far as their interpersonal
skills are concerned -- who were effective to a point   and
then they eventually left the firm.
BY MR. HURON:
Q.  ere they proposed for partnership?
A. I am just trying to think offhand back over those
years. There may have been one or two.
Q. Typically, people in that category are not
proposed for partnership?
. That depends. Again, you have -- it depends on
the perception of the partners from the sponsoring office and
the partners who are sponsoring the candidate.
It is how they perceive the candidate and what his
strengths and weaknesses to be as to whether they are proposed
or not.
Q. I would like to ask just a fe  questions abo t
people who --for whom the Policy Board made different
judgments than the Admissions Committee.
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Going back to 1982, do you remember Russell Gesme?
I may not be pronouncing that right, G-e-s-m-e, from
Cleveland?
A. Yes.
Q.  he  dmissions Committee recommended "no," the
Policy Board stated "yes." Do you recall what happened with
hi  and why? ,
A. There is probably a discussion in here on it.
Q.  here  ay well be, but I am trying to get your
recollection first.
A. I remember to a certain degree the discussion, the
reasons that there was a change. Again, the Admissions
Committee made a decision based on -- I do not re e ber all of
the details, but based on the information that had been
considered during the proposal process.
When we discussed it at the Policy Board level,
there was -- he was a close call as to whether he would be
recommended for admission or whether he not be recommended for
admission.
And at the Policy Board we discuss the close
calls, those that we have had a tough time making a decision
and it was   it could have gone one way or the other.
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At times we, at the Policy Board level, make a
decision different from what the Admissions Committee has
recommended.
Q. I thought that close calls were bet een "yes" and
"hold" and "no" and "hold"?
A. It could be between "yes" and "no." I mean, there
could be a candidate that   you have to make a decision,
either "yes" you are going to admit him or "no" you are not
going to.
And you end up until the end and you are notquite
sure what your final decision is going to be or what your
final recommendation is going to be. It is one of those "horn
lockers," perhaps.
Then when we get to discussing it at the Policy
Board level and take into consideration what the needs are in
the firm and what the candidate's strengths or weaknesses are
from a Policy Board perspective, the  ecision may be changed.
Q. Do you recall whether there was any reason  hy
Russell Gesme could not have been a "hold"?
A. I do not remember specifically.
MR. HURON: I would like to have this marked as
Exhibit No. 18.
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(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit No. 18
as marked for identification.)
BY MR. HURON:
Q. What has been marked as Exhibit No. 18 is a marked
up copy of the Exhibit to the Admissions Committee's report to
the Policy Board back in February of 1983.
m I correct in saying, first of all, that  hen
the Policy Board makes the final determinations that is
retyped in final form?
A. It was for that year.
Q. Okay. That indicates on the first page that there
were some "yeses" who moved to "hold" or "no"?
A. Yes.
Q. One of those was Mr. Korbly?
A. Yes.
Q. Is he black?
A. No.
Q.  nother "hold"  ho moved to "yes"  as
Mr. Puschaver?
A. Yes.
MR. HURO : I  ould like to have this marked for
identification as Exhibit No. 19.
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(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit No. 19
was marked for identification.)
MR. HURO : This is the 1983 Admissions Committee
evaluation of Ernest Puschaver. It is Code A228. The
Admissions Committee recommendation was "hold," although he,
in fact, was admitted by the Policy Board, which I assume that
is the reason there is a line through that memorandum.
THE WITNESS: I would i agine that is the reason
there is a line through that memorand m too.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. According to the second paragraph, it says, "He
is aggressive and self-confident. It is apparent that he has
at times carried these traits to excess resulting in a number
of partners commenting on him in such terms as 'lacking
maturity,' 'wise guy attitude,' 'headstrong and overbearing,'
'cocky. ' The partners rate him relatively low the
Charlotte partners, I guess   "rate him relatively low in the
managerial skills and personal attributes category as a result
of these traits," and you recommend a "hold."
Ho  come this guy got in?
A. (Laughter.)
Q. I am serious. I mean, we have been talking about
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personal characteristics and this is the nastiest stuff that I
have seen written about anybody and he gets admitted. I am
trying to figure out what is going on.
A. He was admitted because the Policy Board felt
that his outstanding attributes overrode the comments that
were made by the  dmissions Committee with respect to his
lacking maturity, et cetera.
Q. What were his outstanding attributes?
A. They are articulated pretty well in the last
paragraph: His "intelligence, technical ability, PD instincts
and particularly his specialized industry skills,"
He was needed in the banking industry. He was
needed in the New York office and he had a great deal of   he
had a number of extras.
He had some extra dimensions that  ere needed by
the firm and we made a decision that he be admitted in that
year rather than be held a year.
Q. Did he have any more extras than Ann Hopkins had?
A. I just articulated what I told you his extras
ere and I am not comparing him to anyone. I mean,  e look at
each candidate and  hat their strengths and weaknesses are and
we make our decision based on that.
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The Admissions Committee made one recommendation
to the Policy Board. At the P_olicy Board we revie ed the
Admissions Co mittee's recommendations and a different
decision was made.
And the decision was made at the Policy Board on
the basis I just explained to you. But what the Admissions
Committee recommendation was to the Policy Board was based on
the same process we went through with respect to every other
candidate.
Q. Did he bring in more business than Ann Hopkins?
MR. SCHRADER: I think he probably answered that
because he said, "Nobody  "
THE WITNESS: Well, I did not say nobody ever
had. There are different types of businesses, but   that you
bring in.
All I am really saying is that he had a needed
ability and he had some extras that we perceived were
necessary for the firm and that is the basis on which the
decision was made to admit him.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Even given what you what were written down here
as negatives and which are acknowledge by the Admissions
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Committee as negatives, the other ones overrode those
basically?
A.  ell, I have not gone back and looked, but I
would suspect that the partner comments  ith respect to this
particular candidate, together with the degree of partner
support may have been substantially different -- would be
substantially different from the degree of partner support and
comments for any other candidate in that group.
So, you have to look at the degree of support
that he had in comparison to other candidates as well as
specific comments that were made.
Q. What about Mr. McKnight? He was moved from a
hold" to a "yes" in 1983. Do you recall him?
A. I know him.
Q. Do you remember why that determination was  ade?
A. No, I do not remember the specifics right now. I
believe he was, again, probably a very close call. There was
a need for his talents and capabilities. Again, that was done
at the Policy Board level.
Q. Was there a need for people on the MCS side with
a large-scale systems experience?
A.  here is always a need for people with
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large-scale systems experience in the MCS area.
Q. Do you recall in 1983, Mr. Wolfe, I think from
San Francisco, who  as originally as "no" but made a "hold" by
the Policy Board?
A. Yes.
Q. He was admitted the next year?
A. Yes.
Q. I am going to run through so e of the entries in
these Policy Board minutes and I will be using page
references.
MR. SCHRADER: The stamped page?
MR. HURON: That is correct, the stamped page
references.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Back in 1981, and I am referring really to the
first couple of pages, 5093 and 5094, and specifically to
5094. There appears to be a general discussion of the reasons
for "holds" and "nos" and the qualities that you are looking
for in partners, type of discussion that does not appear to
have taken place in 1982, 1983 of 1984.
Were you -- do you recall being present at the
Policy Board meetings from the 1981 cycle?
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A. I was there.
Q. Up at the top of Page 5094  
. I cannot read her writing.
Q. Well, right at the top, where it says "Reasons
for Hold," the second line.
A. Yes.
Q. I just wonder whether these correspond generally
with your experience. It says, "Four are 32 to 33 with only
10 years experience; three managers with short tenure or with
questions;" I think, "Eighteen had low exposure and
questions." I think all of those related to "holds."
The next one, "Twenty-five we recommend not be
considered further. Eleven have significant deficiencies.
Fourteen we could not find outstanding characteristics."
In general terms, talking about "holds" and "nos"
and I think those are what these two categories refer to, are
these general categories right? Sometimes there are a few
peo le who are fairly young by fir  standards, 32 - 33, ten
years experience, and they might tend to wind up in a "hold"
category or not?
A. I think it is more -- not so much that they are
32 or 33, but the point is that   I told you what the normal
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track is for candidates. That is, in 11 or 12 years   and to
be considered -- to be 11 or 12 years, you are generally 33 -
34 years old, maybe 32.
But when you have 11 or 12 years of experience  
so it is a combination. That is the normal age in experience
or the normal years of experience and to get that many years
of experience, you have to have lived that long.
Consequently, I think this is a little bit out of
context when you put it from that point of view.
But the thing  e are really saying there to be an
outsider, to be a viable candidate outside of that norm, you
have to really be   you have really have some added
dimension, special superstar status to make you a really
viable candidate without what you would consider to be
adequate or the normal experience.
Q. The next category is, "Three managers with short
tenure or with questions." Those would be in the MCS
category, presumably?
A. Not necessarily, but it could be. It could be a
transfer or somebody that was engaged at the senior manager
level from -- as an auditor or as a tax candidate. It  ould
not necessarily be. It is possible.
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Q. This term "lo  exposure" comes up a number of
times. Does that not mean, in practical terms, that not that
many partners commented on them?
A. We expected to have meaningful assessment input
as far as a candidate is concerned, that there should be a
number of partners who know them and can comment upon them and
it is up to their proposers, the Partner-in-Charge of the
office to make sure that enough partners do kno  them.
Q. flow many    hat sort of a   I realize that
there is probably no absolute minimum, but what do you think
of as low as you would generally like to go in terms of
numbers of responses?
A.  ell, there ought to be at least 25 or more.
There ought to be a substantial number of those that are long
form because they are the more important ones.
Q. When you say "a number" do you mean six - seven?
A. Over five anyway.
Q. Okay. Moving down the page to the last block at
the bottom where it says "JEC partners concentrated on
qualities, what are they," and then do n a couple of lines, it
says, "TLR." Is that Mr. Raleigh?
A. Yes.
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Q.  ho was then the Chairman?
A. That is right.
Q. It says, "The committee feels that a good auditor
and accountant is not enough ability to sell services and
distinguish themselves somehow, writing, speaking, outside
activities." Is this the type of thing you were talking about
before?
. Yes.
Q. Would the same thing apply to MCS as well as --
A. All candidates.
Q. Then the last line on the page, going over to the
next page, it says, "TLR:  e must have demonstration of
individual improving visibility, a group, whether  "
A. "Accounting and auditing services  " it is just
sweeping in all three disciplines.
Q. When Mr. Raleigh says, "Improving the visibility
of the firm," is that another way of talking about --
A. I cannot  
(The witness perusing document.)
Go ahead, I am sorry.
Q. When he is talking improving the visibility of
the firm, is that another way of coming at the question of
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A. No. At this point, it has been so many years, I
am not quite sure of the context in which it was said, so I do
not want to speculate.
Q. Moving down, we are on Page 5095 now, mid-way
down the page, the last full block, off to the left is, "JWZ."
Is that Mr. Zick?
A. That would be John Zick.
Q. He as s the question, "Why did you not give
qualitative ratings?" Mr. Raleigh responds, "We took a stab
at it. I did not feel comfortable the way it was done."
There is some further discussion about that ending up at the
bottom with "ECH."  ho would that have been?
A. Ed Harris.
Q. Mr. Raleigh explained that the ratings were never
agreed upon, "I would feel uncomfortable with the result of
one and half hours," and I do not know what -- that sort of
trails off.
A. (The witness perusing document.)
Q. The question I would li e to ask here  
obviously there is a discussion here about whether or not
there should be qualitative ratings. Do you recall that
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A. I do not remember.
Q. In any event, there have never been adopted
qualitative ratings. Is that right?
A. No.
MR. SCHRADER: What is a qualitative rating?
THE  ITNESS: I do not know. I am not quite sure
of the context in  hich it is being said.
MR. SCHRADER: What do you mean by that?
MR. HURON: I am asking what this means.
THE WIT ESS: I think you are picking and
choosing. Let's read the whole  
MR. HURON: Okay.
THE WIT ESS: Off the record, could I read it out
loud?
MR. HURO : Let's read it into the record.
THE WITNESS: I am not sure wha  it says.
MR. HURO : Okay, off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
MR. HURON: On the record.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Do you recall anything about this conversation?
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A. I do not remember the conversation or the details
of it.
Q. Have you, since you became Chairman of the
Admissions Committee, back in 1982, has the committee operated
using   rating the candidates?
A. Not other than all the data you have seen   we
have entered into the record as Exhibits today. We do not sit
do n an  try to rate candidates from an Admissions Committee
perspective.
Q. You do not do any forced ranking the way the
regional practice partners do?
A. The only thing that we do do is after we have
concluded  ho the candidates are  ho are to be recommended for
admission, we do then sort of rank them in quartiles  ithin
the group themselves.
Q. I see.
. Just the "yeses" so we know who the stronger
candidates are and the  eaker candidates are. Let's put it
another way, the less strong candidates.
Q.  hen are those regional partner forced rankings
used?
A. They are not forced rankings, because what we do
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is we send out now forms to the area practice partners and ask
them to comment and they are quite abbreviated co ments on the
candidates in their areas. If possible, to rank them in
relation to other candidates in their area by discipline.
There is no reason, if they feel that   if there
are three candidates in the area and they all are the top
candidate, that they cannot all three be the number one
candidate in their area.
Q. Tied for number one?
A. Yes. We just try to get a feel from the area
practice, area MAS, area tax partners as to how they perceive
the candidates in their areas.
Q. Now, for any given area, what is the area that
embraces Chicago, for example?
A. The Great Lakes area.
Q. How many MAS candidates would you have in a given
year from there?
A. I  ould have to go back  
Q. Three or four?
A. Could be.
Q. It would not be eight or ten would it?
A.  ot normally.
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Q. You would get a ranking from the area MAS partner
on those candidates?
A. And also probably the area practice partner.
Q. Both of them. Do you know  hether any rankings
were gotten from Tom Beyer for OGS back in 1983?
A. I do not remember. I do not recall.
Q. Can you think of any reason why they would not
have been gotten from Beyer?
A. If we got them from the others, we probably  ould
have asked him. But since he is not an area practice partner
as such, we may not have asked him to rank the candidates in
OGS.
Q. Isn't he in the same relative position as an area
practice partner in terms of where OGS fits into the firm?
A. I guess, yes. He is more like a
Partner-in-Charge though. I do not know if we asked him,
although it would be a good process for next year if we did
not, but I do not remember if we did or not.
He is sort of like a Partner-in-Charge of an
office where you could say he also like an area practice
partner. I had not really thought of it that way.
But I just do not remember whether we got his
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Q. Maybe you will do it next year if you did not
before.
A. That is what I said.
Q. Do you remember when Shirley Dahl was admitted
back in 1982?
A. Yes.
Q. Do you remember a question arising as to whether
or not she would fit in the board room?
A. Vaguely, but I -- you are saying that   it may
have been something that was raised with respect to someone.
Whether it was Shirley, in particular, I would have to refresh
my memory.
Q.  hat does that mean in the general concept
whether someone would fit into a board room?
A. It depends on who said it and the context in
which they meant it. I do not know.
Q. You have no knowledge?
A. Well, tell me who said it.
Q. I do not know who said it.
A. Well, then  
Q. I know a question was raised about Shirley Dahl
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whether she would fit into a board room. And I am trying to
figure out what it is.
A. Would you show me what gave rise to it?
MR. SCHRADER: Now, wait a minute.
THE  ITNESS: I mean I do not kno  the context in
which the question is being asked.
MR. SCHRADER: It is appropriate for him to ask
yo  if you have ever used that term or whether a partner of
yours has used that term.
If a partner of yours used that term and if you
know what that partner meant, you can say so.
THE WITNESS: The term sounds familiar. Whether
it was used directly with Shirley Dahl, I simply do not know
and, therefore, I do not know the context in which was  
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Do you ever use that term?
A. I have not used it with respect to any
candidates.
Q. Who is "RGM"?
A. Marcellin.
Q. I am looking at Page 5105. It refers to A403,
who is Shirley Dahl. It says, "RGM said he had specifically
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addressed the issue of her fitting into board room situation."
This was a person who was ultimately approved.
It does not say anything more than that. I am
trying to figure our what was meant and what the resolution
was.
A. Apparently the conclusion was reached that there
would be no difficulty with her fitting into a board member
situation.
Q. But someone had raised the question. Do you
recall who raised it?
A. No.
Q. Do you recall what the question was?
MR. SCHRADER: We are going to be here all day if
you follow up with questions like that. If he says, " o"  
THE  ITNESS: I do not remember the context in
which the question was raised. I told you that.
BY MR. HURO  
Q. Well, generally speaking then, who are people who
do not fit into board rooms? I mean, that is not just
something   a street phrase.
A. You are asking me to tell you what I would think
it  
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THE WITNESS: Should I tell him what I think?
MR. SCHRADER: S re. That is a fair question.
MR. HURON: Your understanding.
THE  ITNESS: Well, a question as to someone who
might not fit in the board room would be someone who would not
have the presence or command of themselves or confidence to
deal with the board of directors of a client, that they would
perhaps feel uncomfortable or out of place.
MR. HURON: Fine.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Does a partner at Price Waterhouse have to be an
"organization man"? I do not mean "man"   "organization
person"?
A. I do not know what you mean by "organization
person."
Q. Do you have any understanding of how that term is
used in this organization?
A. When you say "organization man" I really do not
know what you mean. Is there a context  
Q. Look at Page 5108. The report at the top of the
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page on Candidate A308, "DAT" is that Mr. Tarantino?
A. That is Mr. Tarantino.




A. That is Jordon.
Q. "Is very quick, confident, smooth in the board
room. He has done some good things," I think that is what it
is, "he is not an organization man." I am trying to figure
out whether that is a positive or a negative comment.
A. I do not know the context there. I cannot
remember the context in which John might have said that.
Q. As far as your concerned, does somebody have to
be  
A. I do not know what an "organization man" would be
in the context of Price Waterhouse.  e do not have a Price
Waterhouse "organization man."
Q. Were there ever any comments in terms of
candidates -- other than women that we have spoken about  
being coarse or crass?
A. Pardon me?
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Q. Has it ever arisen that there have been comments
about male candidates for partnership being coarse or crass?
A. Certainly.
Q. Swearing a lot?
A. Certainly.
Q. Who is some candidate in the last couple of years




THE WITNESS: Is that the type of thing you ought
to have in the record?
MR. SCHRADER: Yes.
THE WITNESS: Mark Rosenberg.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. When was he up?
A. A couple years back, in 1982 , I guess it was,
from South Bend.
Q. That I missed.
MR. SCHRADER: That you missed?
MR. HURON: That I missed.
MR. SCHRADER: In what sense? What do you mean
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Q. What about Tom Green?
A. I do not know that Tom Green was characterized  
what the words you used?
Q. Swearing a lot.
MR. SCHRADER: Or to an excess. I am
paraphrasing what he said, but is that not basically --
THE WITNESS: Well, "coarse" I think is one word
he used. Again, I am thinking back. Tom Green  as
characterized perhaps as being like a Marine Sergeant, which
is what he was.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. I am sorry? Like?
A. A Marine Sergeant, which is what he was. But I
do not know that I would   I did not know Tom before he was
admitted. I have met him since.
But I do not remember Tom being extraordinarily
coarse from a swearing or language point of view.
Q. He is discussed on Page 5114. Candidate No.
X102. You reported on him. Right?
A. Yes, I guess I did.
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Q. I was -- why don't you read over the whole
comment now.
MR. SCHRADER: The full set of com ents.
MR. HURON: Sure, on  
MR. SCHR DER: On Candidate X102.
MR. HURON: Right.
THE WITNESS: Let me take a look.
(The witness perusing document.)
BY MR. HURON:
Q. The fourth comment down, "J Z," that is Mr 7J.nk
said he was taken aback by the comments, "crude, crass," et
cetera. Do you recall that element of the discussion
concerning Mr. Green?
A. I do not remember, but in reading through this I
can remember the context in which I guess John said this from
the point that he had a number of contacts with Green and that
was not his impression.
Q.  ho is "HG" further on down?
A. Henry Gunders.
Q. It says, "Mr. Green is a man's man. He is very
direct. Described the work he did in getting the MIS off and
running."
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A. That was our Management Information System in
Tampa.
THE REPORTER: I did not year you.
THE WITNESS: Our Management Information System
in Tampa.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Slightly fewer than half of the partners
reporting on Green favored his admission. Is that right?
. I would have to look.
(The witness perusing docu ent.)
MR. HURON: Let's have this marked as Exhibit No.
20.
(Ziegler Deposition Exhibit No. 20
was marked for identification.)
THE  ITNESS: It looks that way.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. About 14 out of 30?
A. Yes. That is what it says.
Q. Would it be fair to summarize Mr. Green as saying
what we have here is a guy with good skills in the systems
area, who has demonstrated those skills, who maybe has a
reputation, as you said, of talking like a Marine Drill
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Sergeant. Had some adverse comments  
A. I do not know that I said that he talked like a
Marine Drill Sergeant, but in any event I said that he was
characterized as seeming to be like a Marine Drill Sergeant
and that is what he had been.
Q. That he had -- slightly less than half of the
partners who com ented on him favored his admission and he got
in?
A. He is one of our partners.
Q. Right.
A. Yes.
Q. What were the extras he brought?
A. Demonstrated ability to do a job that needed to
be done. He had done an outstanding job with our national
administrative center in Tampa and the MIS -- getting the MIS
off and running and functioning properly.
He had been hand picked for that job by Henry
Gunders. He replaced our Co-Chairman in charge of practice,
planning and support.
He responded to the challenge and did an
outstanding job. He, on that basis, was proposed and
admitted.
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MR. SCHRADER: Can we tell from this what the
Admissions Committee recommendation was on him?
MR. HURON: I think it was a "yes."
THE WITNESS: I am sure it  as a "yes." In fact,
another thing he had   he was a factor, as Joe Connor pointed
out, in our -- well, he just was   he filled a need. He was
there and he would fill a need. He was needed.
BY MR. HURO :
Q. How did he differ from Ann Hopkins?
MR. SCHRADER: How does Mr. Ziegler differ?
BY MR. HURON:
Q. How does Tom Green differ from Ann Hopkins? I
realized they were proposed in different years, one in 1982
and one in 1983.
To me, and you can correct me if I am wrong, it
sounds like from what I have heard Price  aterhouse say about
Ann Hopkins that Tom Green and Ann Hopkins are comparable.
Both of them are tough, forceful, direct, use
blunt language. Both are good on systems jobs. Both get the
job done. Both had maybe shared responsibility for bringing
in multi-million dollars worth of business, although it is
more true for Hopkins than for Green about that.
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I am trying to figure out what the difference is
that makes Green a partner and Hopkins a "hold."
MR. SCHRADER: If you have a present recollection
of all their characteristics, that is fine. I would suggest
you put in front of him the long and short forms for Mr. Green
and the long and short forms   the proposals for both
candidates if you want to draw a comparison that has any
meaning.
But if you want to, off the top of your head
without the benefit of those documents, answer the question, I
have no problem.
MR. HURON: That is all I want.
MR. SCHRADER: I am not going to instruct you not
to answer it.
THE WITNESS:  ell, I guess -- at this point it
is hard to go back. I mean, I cannot draw a comparison of one
candidate to another, because there are so many different
factors that go into the evaluation of the candidate.
Without refreshing my memory as to Green, it is
hard to really answer your question.
MR. SCHRADER: As best you can, if you have an
answer, answer it. I would like to see the summary on Green
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that you put in front of him. Is that still over here?
THE WITNESS: He did not give me anything on it.
MR. HURO : I gave you  
THE ITNESS: Oh, is this it? (Indicating.)
MR. SCHRADER: Is it marked.
THE WITNESS: All right, well, one thing   this
is not a complete summary.
MR. HURO : No.
THE WITNESS: This is just part of it.
MR. HURON: Right.
THE WITNESS: (Perusing document.)
MR . SCHRADER: I do not want you to draw
statistical differences. I mean, you can  
MR. HURON: It is hard to  
MR . SCHRADER: The documents speak for
themselves.
THE WITNESS: Why repeat what is here as to the
number of "yeses," "nos," "holds" or anything else. But I
would have to look at all the comments in the context in which
they were made, look at the statistical profile, the degree of
support, the results of the discussions with the partners and
everything else to really make a comparison, if you want me to
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compare one to the other.
But there were a number of   as I recall, there
were a number of very very strong supporters as far as Tom
Green was concerned that had   and I do not think the
comments with respect to his personal characteristics and
attributes were nearly so pervasive as they were as far as Ann
Hopkins is concerned.
But I can only   that is just my recollection
and unless you   unless I were to refresh my memory, I cannot
go into any more detail than that.
MR. HURON: Fine.
THE WIT ESS:  lso he is technically very very
good from an EDP point of view. And Ann Hopkins is not
construed to be an EDP specialist, but an FP&C specialist and
they are different disciplines to a certain degree.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Both of them within MGS?
A. Yes.
Q. On Page 5117, there is a reference midway down
the page and I think we are still in 1982, it was reported
that 240 partners did not submit a long form on anyone.  here
was discussion of this "shocking" statistic.
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Is that about the rough average, the 240 - 250 do not
fill out a long form on anyone or is that peculiar for 1982?
A. Each year there is a fairly goo  number of
partners who do not submit long form reports. That was of
particular note that year, because I went bac  to check to see
how manay really had and I made it a point for the Policy
Board to be aware of and to emphasize the point that we ought
to be encouraging the partners to make -- to complete the
forms with respect to the candidates.
Q. That was because it was your first year as
Chairman, so you did some special looking that year?
A. Yes -- well, I had asked to have a statistical
summary prepared of partners' comments.
Q. Could you turn to Page 5121, the second   we are
still in 1982 -- the second major comment there begins: "DRZ
reported." Could you read that over, briefly.
A. (The witness perusing document.)
Q. Looking at that comment it begins, "Mr. Ziegler
reported that he had met with," the name is blocked out, "and
reviewed candidates. He expressed his concern that we are
drawing a fine line re some and when there is a need
worldwide."
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"Mr. Connor commented on the few coming in such
fir s"  is "firms" right?
A. Yes, "Firms as Europe and UK."
Q. "As Europe and UK, et cetera. Mr. Ziegler
responded that sometimes business decisions are made."
Just loo ing at that aspect of the comment, first
of all, do you recall who it was who you met with  hose name
is blocked out?
A. It probably was Collin Brown.
Q. Who is that?
A. But it may have been John Bigler. I am not sure.
If it was John Bigler, he was Chairman of the world firm,
Price Waterhouse worldwide. If it were Collin Brown, he is
one of the world firm partners who is charge of manpower on a
worldwide basis.
Q. How many partners do you have worldwide?
A. I guess about 1800.
Q. Are those working in other countries foreign
nationals?
A. Some are -- in most cases they are non-U.S., yes.
But there are some U.S. partners abroad.
Q. It says, "He expresses concern we are drawing a
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fine line re some and when there is a need  orldwide." Do you
know whether that refers to you expressing a concern or the
person to whom you talked expressed a concern?
A. Well, it was both. I, as well as John Bigler or
Collin Brown -- as I say, I forget who it was at the time  
if that was 1982 , it was Bigler. If it was 1983 , it was
probably Collin Brown.
But the context was that if we have a need for
partners on a worldwide basis and we have some candidates who
on the borderline or close calls as to whether they do or do
not get admitted and there is need around the world, then
maybe we should be encouraging some of our partner candidates
to consider a career abroad.
It might be possible to provide some partners to
work full-time overseas or the rest of their career basis if
they would be willing to do it.
Q. A couple of lines down you say, "Mr. Ziegler
responded that sometimes business decisions are made." Could
you tell me what that means in context?
A. I am not quite sure of the context in which that
would have been said in relation to the previous com ent. I
think that the overall discussion -- there are some things
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that were probably left out.
I am not quite sure if that is a response to what
the previous com ent says.
But the only context you can put that in would on
the basis that if there are close calls and there is a need
abroad, you could make the business decision of someone going
abroad and we need a partner candidate there and he has got
the technical qualifications and the substantial number of
attributes we look for in partners, then he might be a viable
candidate overseas.
Q. What does the term "business decision"  
A.  here there is a need that sometimes you make a
decision to admit someone perhaps a year earlier than you
might otherwise have admitted because of the specific need.
Q. Flipping over to Page 5126, at the bottom, the
discussion of candidate AM06, "JML reported," who is that?
. John Lane.
THE REPORTER: I did not hear you.
THE WITNESS: John Lane.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. It says, "The committee followed up comments re
technical qualifications and shortcomings. Lane said some new
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partners are very hard on and 'nos' were discounted in that
case."
I am just interested in that as a general
proposition. Is it true that the committee sometimes
understands that new partners may be particularly severe in
the way they rate  
A. You see a pattern very very quickly.
Q. Is that right?
A. Someti es when a new partner comments on future
partner candidates, you wonder if maybe he does not ever want
to have another partner admitted. (Laughter.)
I am kidding, but what I am really saying that
new partners sometimes have a tendency to be very very
critical of their peers.
Q. The committee knows that and it discounts it.
A. Yes.
Q. At the top of the next page, 5127, it says,
"Mr. Goodstat observed the discussion that took place
concerning the candidate's performance in his office and the
belief he had to have technical substance to perform under
fire."
Again, as a general proposition   I am not
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focussing on this candidate, but rather the nature of the
comment, is -- would that comment of Mr. Goodstat's generally
hold true, that if someone, in fact, performs under fire, they
are demonstrating technical competence?
A. Again, it has to be taken in the context   I do
not know with the details of this particular comment. To make
a universal statement would be inappropriate I think.
Q. The next page, 5128, Mr. Tarantino reporting
midway down, "A439," who is Mr. Todd. Do you remember
Mr. Todd?
A. I do not remember.
Q. What is an "ASR"?
A. (Inaudible.)
THE REPORTER: I am sorry?
THE  ITNESS: Auditing Standards Review.
BY MR. HURO :
Q. It says, "The candidates negative comments come
from an ASR in NAC. That is?
A. National Administrative Center.
Q. "Stubbornness and inflexibility." It says, "He
does excellent work in bringing in work. He is also learning
and using Japanese and fluent in Spanish."
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Apparently a question was raised about a drop-off
of five jobs in one year.
A. I think that is three.
Q. I am sorry. You are right. It is a three. But
he is admitted. Right?
A. Yes. I do not remember the context of the
discussion.
Q. You do not remember what the questions were about
stubbornness and inflexibility?
A. Without going back and reviewing a lot of
information about him, I just would be speculating.
Q. Are there different tracks for the different
disciplines? I have noticed some references in the minutes,
just with the possibility that -- and I think you said it
earlier talking about Ann Hopkins. Someone who is an audit
candidate -- one thing might happen, whereas if they are an
MCS candidate or a tax candidate, they might be treated
differently?
A. Not "treated."
Q. What is it?
A. You explain to me what your question is and I
will  
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Q. Well, you said there would have been a different
result if Ann Hopkins had been an audit candidate. What did
you mean by that, but more generally  
. Well, the context in which I said that is   as
you recall, I prefaced my remarks by the fact that she had
very -- she had quite a number of partners who said "no" to
her candidacy, eight out of 32, 25 percent of them.
Secondly, those who even did not kno  her well
enough to make a decision one way or another made the comments
or made a number of comments that she had a number of
deficiencies that they thought she had to work on to overcome.
Those who even recommended that she be heldfmade
the same type of comments. And even the partners who
supported her made some comments as to deficiencies in the
areas in which the other partners had commented.
With the lack of table pounding support of the
persons who were proposing her and knowing her best, those who
prepared long form reports, while there were initially three
out of the six who said "yes," it changed to four out of six
there was one "no" and there was one "hold" and there were
a myriad of "nos" and "hold" -- or was it seven "nos" and a
number of "holds" as far as short forms were concerned   a
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number of negative comments with respect to the insufficients
together with the fact that the profile was the lowest of any
of the candidates in the entire group.
When you look at the overall ratings, overall,
both long and short form  
Q. What does this have to do with the audit?
MR. SCHRADER: Let him finish.
THE WITNESS: All I am saying is if I -- we would
have looked at an audit candidate with that low a profile,
with that many partners saying "no, he or she should not be
admitted," then we probably would have come down   all I am
saying is we probably would have come down "no" right off the
bat. It would have been a very easy decision. But  
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Well, why the difference?
MR. SCHRADER: That is what he is getting to.
THE WITNESS: That is what I am getting to.
Because, number one, when you look in on a candidate, you have
generally been around for a number of years.
He has grown up through the firm. He has attuned
to the firm's ways. He knows what is expected of him. He has
been around for 11, 12, 13 years.
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If he has not been counselled or been able to
overcome those weaknesses over that length of time, there is
little probability he will be able to do it on a perspective
basis, as well as the fact that it is just   the strength of
the other audit candidates would just put him so low in the
pack that he would be hard pressed to demonstrate the extras
that are needed to overcome the weaknesses.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Would it be accurate to say that part of that is
that -- or part of what you are saying is due to the fact that
MCS is a growth area in the firm and audit is basically
stable? Comparatively speaking?
A. No, I do not think that is the basis on which I
made the comments.
Q. Okay, is that true?
A.  he basis on which I made the comments was   is
what true?
Q. As between -- MCS for the last years has been a
growth area and audit has been stable for relatively a number
of years?
A. Relatively stable, sure. You caught me in the
middle of what I was going to say.  hat else do you want to
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Q. Well, the general question is are there
different career tracks for people in different disciplines?
A. Certainly, from the point of view   when you say
"career tracks" there is -- an MCS person generally comes in
unless he is transferred into the MCS Department from the
audit staff   generally co es in after having had the
experience outside the firm.
So, in most instances they come in at a higher
level, either at the consultant level or the manager level,
which we discussed earlier. So, it is   you normally would
not have the 11, 12, 13 years with the firm prior to being
admitted or proposed for admission.
Q. Going on to Page 5134, there is a discussion of
Henry Lum. I believe you reported on Mr. Lum, who at that
point was a "hold" recommendation. Is that correct?  hen the
report was made?
. When we made our report, yes.
MR. SCHRADER: What is the date of these notes?
THE WITNESS: February 22nd or 23rd.
MR. SCHRADER: Well, it is February 23rd.
THE WITNESS: February 23rd, 1983.
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MR. SCHRADER: Okay. I just wanted to make sure
that we were chronologically the same. Is there a particular
comment in there, Doug?
MR. HURON: Mid-way, about the seventh line down.
It says, "Mr. Connor," JEC, "is worried about the fall-out
from holding Lum."
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Do you know what his worry was?
. Yes.
Q. What?
A. That Lum was perceived to be a viable candidate
by the Office of Government Services staff, both managers and
consulting staff, and so eone with the talents that he had
from an overal.1 intelligence background capability point of
view -- that if someone such as he was not admitted   there
was concern that that would have an affect on staff morale
insofar as the Office of Government Services managers and
staff were concerned.
Q.  as that concern raised for Ann Hopkins?
A.  ot that I recall.
Q. You talked about table pounding support. Would
you characterize Tom Beyer's support for her as "table
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A. He was strong in support of her, yes. But he
also recognized her weaknesses, her areas where she needed to
improve. He commented on it.
Q. Do you trust any evaluator who does not mention
weaknesses?
A. No, I am not   all I am saying is it normally
takes universal or it ta es complete backing of all the people
within the office or substantial backing of all the people
within the office to really constitute full "table pounding"
support.
Q. Okay.
A. I was not speaking of one partner individually.
Q. I see.
A. I was speaking of the Office of Government
Services partners as a whole, really pounding the table and
saying, "We have to have this candidate as a partner.
Q. On Page 5141   and now we are in the 1983 Policy
Board meeting for March 16th and 17th, 1983.
A. Yes.
Q. Midway down, after some material has been
excised, there is comment that says, "I think candidate A116
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can be utilized so I am not  "
A. "Against  " Oh, I do not know what that  
Q. "To admitting. Mr. Goodstat suggests that we
consider a black in the largest office in the firm. He noted
his relationships in the black community and felt that a
business decision should be considered."
"Mr. Zick noted the coming due of a senior
partner " I think, "of a black fir  who will take him."
A. "Correspondence."
Q. "Noted the correspondence," I am sorry, "of a
senior partner of a black firm who will take him. Mr. Ziegler
supported Mr. Goodstat's suggestion. Mr. Connor noted the one
black partner will be coming in in M205." That is
Mr. Brittain, who is black. Right?
A. Yes.
Q. Then Mr. Connor said, "Let's take a look at the
rest of those in the bottom group." Do you recall what this
discussion was about?
The reason I had asked you before whether
Mr. Korbley was black is because he apparently is A116. I
assumed that  
A. He is not A116. That cannot be Korbley.
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MR. SCHRADER: Is that the name we gave you for
that?
THE WITNESS: That has got to be Ronald Dobey.
MR. SCHRADER: Let's go off the record now and  
MR. HURON: Just a second. Okay, off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
MR. HURON: On the record.
B  MR. HURO :
Q. The passage we are talking about, which is, I
think, "A116 can be utilized," that is Mr. Korbley?
A. That is Korbley.
Q. Then the discussion about "Mr. Goodstat suggested
that we consider a black partner in the largest office of the
firm," you believe that in that context, he is referring to
Mr. Dobey?
. Yes, he would be referring to Dobey, because,
because Dobey was from the New York practice office.
Q. Mr. Dobey had been recommended as a "yes"?
A. That is right •
Q. He was placed on "hold"?
A. No. He was a "yes."
Q- Excuse me. I am sorry, it was Korbley who
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. Korbley was placed on "hold."
Q. He was a "yes" at the beginning.
. Yes.
Q. That is what confused me.
A. Then he was admitted the next year.
Q. Let's turn to Page 5146, concerning A226, who is
Mr. Perez, partnership candi ate from Puerto Rico. "Major
strengths reviewed, principal negatives reviewed. Always fast
track. Mr. Connor queried comments that peers do not like
him. Mr. Jordon as to reasons," someone whose name is
deleted, "says, 'No, but technical competent.'"
Do you recall with Mr. Perez if there was the
factor that -- at least it was said that his peers did not
like him?
A. Thinking back he was a very good auditor, was
perceived to have been a very good auditor and I do not recall
the specific comments about his peers not liking him, but
obviously it must have been there, because it is in the notes
here.
But he was in the auditing services area on a
tour of duty in the national office and then the accounting
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services area in the national office for an extended tour.
Eventually he was admitted.
Q. Do all the partners in Price Waterhouse like one
another?
A. I would think not. I would hope they would
respect one another, but they do not necessarily have to like
them.
Q. Do you not know that there are some partners in
Price  aterhouse who consider other partners to be abrasive?
A. I do not generally talk to partners as to whether
they consider other partners abrasive or not. In any
organization our size it is a possibility I would think.
Q. Further down on Mr. Perez, maybe two-thirds of
the way down, there is a comment starting midway in. It says,
"JRJ,  that is Mr. Jordon, "stated that there is a factor at
play not in the record." Do you see what I am reading?
A. Yes.
Q. "That a PR could not be technically competent"?
A. I do not know that that is what that   I do not
know what she means by those abbreviations. It could mean a
lot of things.
I really do not know what Lee means when she says
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a -- that could mean a partner candidate not   that a partner
candidate not be technically competent. I mean, this is sort
of long-hand, short-hand. I do not know what she is saying
quite frankly.
Q. Let me read what I think is probably  eant and
see if this, in any way, corresponds with your recollection.
It seems to me that Mr. Jordon is stating that there is a
factor at play, not in the record, and that at least some
partners felt that a Puerto Rican could not be technically
competent.
That is sort of a hidden factor that he thinks
may be working against Mr. Perez.
A. That may be the context, but I do not know the
context in which  
Q. I know. I am trying to ask whether that was  
. I do not know if that is what that means.
Q. Yo  do not recall any discussion along those
lines?
A. (The witness reading document.)
I guess you could construe it to say that, but I
do not  
Q. Well  
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(The witness reading document.)
If that is the context in which that means it, I
guess I just do not know what the shorthand means. There was
a question raised as to Perez' technical competence.
" e talked to Dusty DeVos and BHD stated  " When
they refer to "BHD," that is DeVos. He was the Vice Chairman
in charge of the  ccounting and Auditing Services.
We talked to the national office partners for
whom Perez worked and we were assured that he was technically
competent and capable.
One of the thoughts that we did discuss was that
he had been out of the practice office for a while and that we
suggested that it would be good for him to get out into the
practice office and not necessarily down in San Juan, Puerto
Rico, but one of the main U.S. Continent practice offices to
brush up on his skills.
Apparently the comment was made that "JRJ stated
that he does not need that practice office brushing up on his
skills." And that was in the context of his discussion, I
believe with the national office partners, who assured us that
he certainly did have the technical competence and
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capabilities and he was articulate and spoke English very
fluently. And he was ready for admission.
Going a step further, there is a comment here.
"send him to an office with a lot of spirit." Quite frankly.
these partners in the Philadelphia office  
Q. They have a lot of spirit here?
A. Certainly. And he is doing a super job.




Q. What is your role in the office?
A. I am an audit partner.
MR. HURON: Let's take a break for about five
minutes and I think I am close to the end of this. Off the
record.
(A short recess was taken.)
MR. HURON: On the record.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Let's turn to 5148. Mr. Tarantino is  eporting
on candidate M513, who is Michael Steinberg. By the way,
before we get to that, there was another Tarantino considered
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for partnership, I think, in 1984. Are they related?
A. No.
Q. This is a fairly short comment. I am going to
i t: "Impressive PD results, " that is practice and
development, "Mr. Connor questions Mr. Mar cellin.
Mr. Marcellin said his personal contact had been on,"
something deleted, "and he is good."
"Mr. Tarantino and  " Mr. Lane?
A. Yes.
Q. "Noted his work on  "
A. Probably the client name is deleted.
Q. "Mr. Zick co mented on the comments on weak first
impression to Mr. Zick. Mr. Goodstat said he is satisfied
with his technical proficiency." Who is this? "THC"?
A. Chamberlin, I guess.
Q. Mr. Chamberlin was asked by Mr.  arantino  "
A. No, by Tom Donahoe. "TAD" is Tom Donahoe.
Q. "By Tom Donahoe noting the great number of nos
all on weak first impression. To Mr. Gunders Mr. Marcellin
said he believes that in areas in which he is working they
want results and are not concerned about first impressions."
"Mr. Gunders asks Mr. Marcellin what he had
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failed to accomplish. No objection voiced."
Do you remember this discussion of Mr. Steinberg?
A. I do not remember it in detail, no. I do not
remember the specifics of it. It is a little sketchy.
Q. But the -- he is the guy who brought in business,
got the job done and that is what the people he was working
with were concerned about?
A. (The witness perusing document.)
I am not sure that is what it says.
MR. SCHRADER: Is this a set of notes for   it
is still 1983 or is this moving over to another year?
MR. HURO :  his is 1984.
MR. SCHRADER: Do you have his proposal for
Steinberg and related documents?
MR. HURON: Right.
THE WITNESS: But I do not know that it says what
you have just paraphrased.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Well, it says, "Impressive practice development
results." Right?
MR. SCHRADER: Let's not argue about what the
notes say. If there is a question, if you remember him, then
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THE WITNESS: I do not remember the discussion in
detail.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. Is it accurate that Mr. Steinberg  as someone who
had a number of "nos" and about whom questions were raised
about his interpersonal dealings, that is how he made a first
impression?
A. Well, I do not know that that is interpersonal
dealings, but it does comment in the minutes of the Policy
Board that he made a weak first impression.
Q. Let's go down to the bottom of Page 5149, the
comments concerning T307, that is Roger Hindman?
. Yes.
Q. It says there was a discussion  
A. By the way, it sticks in my mind   it says "DRZ
led the afternoon review." I think in the morning   why I
did not recall the discussion you just mentioned   I do not
think I was at that Policy Board that morning.
Q. Thank you.
A. When I saw here, "DRZ led the afternoon review,"
that is  
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Q. Triggered your memory?
A. Yes. It reminded me that I had turned it over to
someone else to chair that morning.
Q. It says, "Mr. Lane reported on a couple of
candidates including T307, Roger Hindman. There was a
discussion of the adverse comments. Mr. Ziegler co  ented on
the perceived lack of maturity and the committee's initial
reservations."
"However, there does not seem a question of
client relationships. Mr. Connor asked Mr. Donahoe who asked
CWE  "
. Chuck Elliott.
Q. Okay, Chuck Elliott, "to comment first.
Mr. Elliott said he is the most aggressive individual with
whom he has dealt. Mr. Hindman could have exhibited more
maturity. Strong guy and a builder. Mr. Donahoe said he has
built a whale of a practice, technically very sound. When he
has delivered, he has over delivered. Gives better than the
client expected. No objection voiced as to his admission."
This is another example of so ebody, is it not,
of someone who is good on the practice side, good in terms of
practice development. There is a question about personal
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characteristics, but he gets in?
A. No, I do not think the comment here when Elliott
said,  He is the most aggressive individual with whom he has
dealt," is said in a pejorative sense. I think it is a
compliment in this particular instance.
That he is an aggressive business getter and it
is used in that context and not in a different context, not as
a weakness, but as a strength.
Q.  hat about the follow-on comment that he could
have exhibited more maturity?
. That is consistent with the perceived lack of
maturity that apparently had been indicated by a number of
partners in their comments.
Q.  hether or not we are talking about
aggressiveness there are some negative co  ents about personal
characteristics, which, on balance, are overridden by what he
has done in terms of his business practice. Is that right?
A. No, the one comment that was made was perceived
lack of maturity, yes, that his other strengths far outweighed
that.
Q. Page 5153 at the bottom deals with candidate
A214, who is Patrick Gray. Do you know Mr. Gray?
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. I sure do.
Q. It references personality turnaround since the
national office terms, "but Admissions Committee believes he





Q. Down at the bottom, Mr. Tarantino said, "It boils
down to the personality issue."
A. Yes.
Q. That was resolved in his favor?
A. Because he had demonstrated that he had
responded, he, indeed, had improved considerably. The
Admissions Committee's initial recommendation was that he be
held for a year and it was a close call. He was one of the
borderline cases.
But to show -- give him a year to show that,
indeed, on a sustained basis he had improved to the extent
that the record indicated.
Q. But the Policy Board said, "We will take him
now"?
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. The decision was made at the Policy Board level
to admit him, yes.
Q. Let's go over to Page 5155, down at the bottom,
Mr. Lane reporting on A321, who is Craig Kuhl, K-u-h-1, out of
St. Louis.
A. (The witness perusing document.)
Q. Principally the comments at the top of Page 5156
where Mr. Jordon said, "He," that is Kuhl, "has a reputation
for selling  ork"?
A. I guess that is what it is. I do not know.
Q. Mr. Gunders said, "The public  tility area could
explode." Mr. Jordon, "A strong factor in his favor is he is
in public utility work." Mr. Gunders said, "He is serious
about the whole."
A. I do not know what that means.
Q. "Mr. Connor asked Mr. Jordon about the lack of
support of him by three St. Louis partners. Mr. Jordon noted
his quiet demeanor. He is outstanding in practice
development. You either accept him that way or you do not. We
do not."
He was accepted as a partner. Right?
A. He is a partner now.
Q. Now, if he did not have three of his partners in
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St. Louis supporting him, he did not have "table pounding"
support from his office, did he?
A. He was a very close call.
Q. But he did not have that sort of "table pounding"
support?
. He did from a number of the partners, but not all
of them. He was not unanimously supported by all the
partner s.
Q. In terms of his personality, "You either accept
it or you do not"?
A. That is what Jordon said.
Q. Some did, some did not.
A. He was quiet and that is how he is described
here.
Q. On Page 5158, from the Policy Board meeting of
March 14, 1984, right at the top it says, "Final admissions
decisions," and begins, "Mr. Connor explained that there have
been candidates that the Board was being asked to reconsider,"
an  the two candidates are A307 and  321  ho are
Chernilik (phonetic) out of Milwaukee and Mr. Kuhl, who we
have just been discussing.
A. Yes.
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Q. Do you know  hy it was that they were being --
the Board was being asked to reconsider on those two?
. Right up to the date or right up to the final
vote at the March meeting any Policy Board member has the
right to ask -- they are each voted on individually and you
can re-review any one of them if you want to.
If a Policy Board member wants to re-review any
candidate, it is -- he may ask to have that candidate
reviewed.
Q. I understand. What I am asking is   there could
be, I suppose, two different ways to get a review of a Policy
Board decision. One would be just from the Policy Board
members -- one of the members   if one decides, "Hey, let's
take another look at this candidate."
The other is there could be some  
A.  ell, Donahoe was the practice partner in the
area for which both these candidates were included. He raised
the question or he raised the issue that he would like them to
be reconsidered in light of the needs within his region or his
area.
Consequently, he asked the Policy Board to
reconsider what the Admissions Committee recommendation had
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been and what the preliminary thoughts were at the February
meeting prior to taking the final vote on the candidates at
the March meeting.
It is at that point that you ta e 75 percent
approval of the Policy Board members for each candidate to be
placed on the ballot.
Q. Now, would Mr. Donahoe be in touch with the
Partner s-in-Charge of the offices of where Mr. Chernilik and
Mr. Kuhl worked to let them know that there is a possibility
these two candidates will not be  
A. I do not know whether he chatted with them or
not. Number one, Kuhl was from St. Louis and Jordon is the
Partner-in-Charge of that office, is on the Policy Board and
was also on the Admissions Co mittee, so he knew Kuhl.
Q. Okay.
A. As far as Chernilik was concerned, he was from
Milwa kee and whether he talked to Bob Gayette about Chernilik
and what his situation was or not, I do not know.
Q. There were questions raised,  ere there not,
about Chernilik in terms of whether he was abrasive, tough on
staff, that type of thing?
A. There were a number of areas and a number of
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questions that were raised as far as Chernilik is concerned.
One of which, not necessarily that he was abrasive to the
staff, at least as I remember   and I went to Milwaukee and I
was the one who interviewed the partners and reviewed his
file.
But it was more of being a tough task master, a
hard worker, but he was a product of the Milwaukee
"environment" and the way the Milwaukee office had been prior
to Gayette being there was pretty much along the lines that
the audit partners sort of ran the office and they did not get
the MCS people as involved in their clients as perhaps other
offices did.
The auditors more did things themselves and they
thought if it came to doing some rather routine type
consulting work, they might -- the audit partners or audit
managers might do it themselves rather than getting an MCS man
involved.
They had a tendency to be good, aggressive
business getters, good, aggressive auditors, hard nosed
auditors, hard working, but not necessarily people   did as
much cost selling perhaps, using the full resources of the
firm, they did it more themselves.
That is the context, I think, in which Chernilik
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was being commented upon, that he was a product of that
auditor oriented environment, the hard working, tough, good
auditor, hard task master things of that sort.
Q. But those comments were ultimately resolved in
his favor and he was admitted? .
A. Well, and he had done some oustanding work in
respect Baldwin United, some work that was being done in the
area there, in some of the operations of that company. He had
done an absolutely outstanding job.
He was strongly supported by the people who he
had worked for in that area and that particular engagement as
well as other jobs in which he worked and that carrie  the
day.
Q. Do you ever talk to clients who had worked with
these candidates?
A. Not as Admissions Committee members, no.
Q. Did yo  ever get that sort of input on anybody?
A. Oh, yes, a lot of input is through clients,
except in the -- the files have often letters from clients
complimenting staff on the work that they performed,
contributions they have made and so forth.
Q. Is that important?
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Certainly it is important.
What if a person has been pulled off a job
client said, "We do not want this person on the job
Is that viewed as a negative?
It depends on the circumstances under which it
happened.
Q. Again, same page, 5158, I think the discussion
refers generally to Chernili  and I am going toward the bottom
of this comment, it says, "DAT," Mr. Tarantino, "says that
does seem to be the case," referring to a previous comment
that I believe you had made concerning a change in attitude.
"This fellow has some behavioral characteristics
that have needed counselling. Has a lot of ability. He should
have been leaned on before."
Do you recall that aspect? Does that fit in with
the  
A. That goes back to what I was saying that the
Milwaukee office had been a bunch of hard nosed auditors and
good auditors.
Q. Right.
A. But the point is he came up under that
environment and he should have been counselled earlier in his
Diversified Deporting Service , Inc.


























career as to some of the areas in which he had shown
improvement after the new Partner-in-Charge of the office had
gotten there and counselled him.
Q. Let's go on to Page 5161 and the discussion is
about A321, who is Mr. Kuhl. I take it there was a fair
amount of discussion about Mr. Kuhl, although he was
eventually admitted?
A. Yes.
Q. There is a   midway down the page there is a
comment from Mr. Ziegler, "I have been through the file three
times and I am still looking for that special attribute. As
recently as 1981, personnel file shows threes and fours. We
are in the position of making a business decision as to
whether we are willing to take a chance on an average, perhaps
below average partner," and so forth.
Do you recall that general discussion?
A. I sure do.
Q.  ere you opposed to Mr. Kuhl's admission?
A. Yes.
Q. Did you vote "no"?
A. Let's put it this way, I do not recall whether I
voted "no" or not, but I certainly voiced my objection to him.
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If there was a "no" vote, it probably was mine.
Q. I am not sure if it shows up or not.
A. There are two votes "no," so I a  sure I was one
of them.
Q. You had mentioned earlier that it was likely that
there were partners in the firm who did not like one another,
but you would hope they respected one another. Is that an
accurate  
MR. SCHRADER: I think that is a fair
characterization of what he said. Go ahead with your
questions.
MR. HURON: Okay.
BY MR. HURO :
Q. Is that not what is important, whether or not a
couple of partners can respect each other and work together if
they are called upon to do so?
A. I think it is critical.
Q. This year, and I am talking about "this year" as
being the partnership cycle for admission as of July 1, 1985,
do you know how many women were proposed?
A. Three.
Q. Out of approximately 85 to 90?
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MR. SCHRADER: He is not going to get into the
THE WITNESS: I am not able   I think it was 93.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. You have made recommendations at this point to
the Policy Board, but the Policy Board has not made its
decisions on partnership?
A. (Inaudible.)
MR. SCHRADER: You have to give an audible
answer.
THE  ITNESS: Yes.
BY MR. HURON:
Q. One of the three women candidates is Karen Nold
out of OGS?
A. That is right.
Q. Do you know who the other two are?
A. Yes.
Q. Who are they?
A. Barbara Bealer from the Stamford office and
Frances Engoron from the Washington office.
Q. Washington practice office?
A. Yes.
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Karen Nold would be MCS. Right?
Yes.
Barbara Bealer, what is her  
She is tax.
And Frances  
She is MCS, health care specialist.
MR. SCHRADER: That is E-n-g-o-r-o-n.
MR. HURON: Thank you -- r-o-n?
MR. SCHRADER: R-o-n
MR. HURON: I appreciate your patience
. That is it. Thank you. Are you waiving
MR. SCHRADER:  o, I want him to take a look at
it.
(Whereupon, at 4:15 o'clock p.m. , the deposition
of DONALD R. ZIEGLER was concluded.)
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I have read the foregoing pages which reflect a
correct transcript of the answers given by me to the questions
herein recorded.
DATE DEPONENT
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